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Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  for  your  review  Is  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for 
the  proposed  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  Reservoirs.  The  Final  EIS  includes  a 
proposed  amendment  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Kremmling  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP).  This  Final  EIS  is  published  in  an  abbreviated  format 
and  is  designed  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  which 
was  released  In  August,  1988  (Notice  of  Availability  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  August  11,  1988). 

Muddy  Creek  is  the  federal  agencies'  (Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest 
^n  nnn  Preferred  alternative.  This  alternative  calls  for  the  construction  of 
a  60,000  acre-foot  reservoir  at  a  site  located  about  four  miles  north  of 
Kremmling,  Colorado,  in  Grand  County.  The  dam  site  lies  on  public  land 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  but  much  of  the  reservoir  basin 
is  in  private  ownership. 

Since  the  two  proposals  for  a  reservoir  affect  lands  administered  by  two 
different  federal  agencies  (Muddy  Creek  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Rock 
Creek  by  the  Forest  Service)  and  since  the  regulations  governing  the  two 
agencies  are  different,  separate  processes  are  being  followed  by  each  agency  in 
making  and  issuing  decisions  related  to  these  proposals.  The  Forest  Service 
will  only  make  decisions  pertaining  to  the  proposed  Rock  Creek  Reservoir.  The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  only  make  decisions  pertaining  to  the  proposed 
Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.  ^     f~^cu 

SnJ?''^?\^'*\^''®  !^J^  ^^^"®  ^  ^^^"''^  °^  Decision  with  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  This  decision  is  subject  to  review  in  accordance  with  36  CFR 
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The  Forest  Service  will  reconsider  water  storage  possibilities,  including  Rock 
Creek  Reservoir,  when  the  Routt  National  Forest  Land  and  Resource  Management 
Plan  is  updated  (i.e.,  -  "Forest  Plan  Revision")  within  the  next  4  to  5  years. 

As  stated  above,  Muddy  Creek  is  the  federal  agencies'  preferred  alternative. 
Implementation  of  this  alternative  requires  amending  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  Kremmling  RMP.  The  required  amendment  changes  the  management 
emphasis  from  a  livestock,  wildlife  and  water  quality  management  priority  to  a 
recreation  priority.  The  amendment  is  incorporated  in  the  Final  EIS  and  is  a 
refinement  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Muddy  Creek)  in  the  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS.  The  refinements  include  rewording  for  clarification,  corrections,  and 
minor  changes  made  in  consideration  of  public  comments.  Approval  of  the  Plan 
Amendment  will  facilitate  consideration  of  the  right-of-way  grant  application. 

Any  person  who  participated  in  this  plan  amendment  process  and  has  an  interest 
which  is  or  may  be  adversely  affected  by  the  Amendment  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  may  protest  in  accordance  with  the  planning  regulations,  43  CFR 
1610.5-2.  Protests  shall  be  in  writing  and  sent  to  the  Director  (760),  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Room  909,  Premier  Building,  1725  I  Street,  N.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20240,  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  publication  of  the 
Notice  of  Availability  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  the 
Federal  Register.  The  protest  shall  include  the  following  information: 

The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  interest  of  the  person 
filing  the  protest. 

A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested. 

A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  amendment  being  protested. 

A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were  submitted 
during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  party,  or  an  indication  of 
the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the  record. 

A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  proposed  decision  is  believed  to  be 
wrong. 

At  the  end  of  the  30  day  protest  period,  and  after  the  Governor's  consistency 
review,  the  Proposed  Plan  Amendment,  excluding  any  portions  under  protest, 
shall  become  final.  Approval  shall  be  withheld  on  any  portion  of  the  Proposed 
Plan  under  protest  until  final  action  has  been  completed  on  such  protest.  The 
Record  of  Decision  and  Final  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment  will  then  be 
published. 

In  addition  to  decisions  made  by  each  of  the  land  management  agencies,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  the  agency  responsible  for  making  decisions  pertaining 
to  water  exchanges  which  are  necessary  to  implement  either  proposed  reservoir. 
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If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Dave  Harr  of  the  BLM  by  phone  at 
(303)  724-3437  or  by  mall  at  Kremmling  Resource  Area,  P.O.  Box  68,  Kremmllng, 
CO  80459,  or  else  contact  Larry  Keown  of  the  Forest  Service  by  phone  at  (303) 
879-1722  or  by  mall  at  Routt  National  Forest,  29587  West  U.S.  40  -  Suite  20, 
Steamboat  Springs,  CO  80487. 


GARY  CA^ 

Regional  Forester  ,''R-2 

Forest  Service 


H.  ROBERT  MOORE 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Enclosures 


RPOPE/wrp 


CC:  D.Harr,  Kremmllng  BLM 

R.George,  Yampa  Dlstrlct-Routt  NF 

R.Pope,  Routt  NF 

M.Haegele,  Bur.  of  Rec. 

P.Lagasse,  Resource  Consultants  Inc. 

D.Merrltt,  Col.  River  Water  Cons.  District 


RECORD  OF  DECISION 

Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

USDA  Forest  Service 

Routt  National  Forest 

Routt  and  Grand  Counties,  Colorado 

On  April  3,  1985,  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  (River  District)  applied  to  the  Forest  Service 
for  a  Special  Use  Permit  for  the  construction  of  a  water  storage  reservoir  on  Rock  Creek  in  the  Yampa  Ranger 
District  of  the  Routt  National  Forest.  The  Rock  Creek  Reservoir  application  was  developed  to  comply  with  an 
Intergovernmental  Agreement  which  satisfies  the  requirements  of  a  Colorado  Supreme  Court  ruling.  This 
ruling  required  the  River  District  to  pursue  a  water  storage  reservoir  to  mitigate  potential  harm  to  water  users 
within  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  resulting  from  construction  of  the  Windy  Gap  project.  In  response  to 
this  application,  the  Forest  Service  initiated  an  environmental  analysis  which  is  documented  in  this  environ- 
mental impact  statement.  In  this  analysis,  another  alternative  reservoir  site,  Muddy  Creek,  was  identified  and 
evaluated.  Since  Muddy  Creek  is  located  on  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM), 
the  BLM  became  a  co-lead  agency  in  the  environmental  analysis.  A  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  was  prepared  and  circulated  for  public  comment  in  August  1987. 

Since  the  two  proposals  for  a  reservoir  affect  lands  administered  by  two  different  federal  agencies  (Muddy 
Creek  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Rock  Creek  by  the  Forest  Service)  and  since  the  regulations 
governing  the  two  agencies  are  different,  separate  processes  are  being  followed  by  each  agency  in  making 
and  issuing  decisions  related  to  these  proposals.  The  Forest  Sen/ice  will  only  make  decisions  pertaining  to 
the  proposed  Rock  Creek  Reservoir.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  only  make  decisions  pertaining 
to  the  proposed  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir. 

In  addition  to  decisions  made  by  each  of  the  land  management  agencies,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  the 
agency  responsible  for  making  decisions  pertaining  to  water  substitutions  which  are  necessary  to  implement 
either  proposed  reservoir.  They  will  issue  their  decision  at  a  later  time. 

After  further  analysis,  including  consideration  of  comments  received  from  the  public  and  cooperating  agen- 
cies, the  Forest  Service  and  BLM  selected  a  modified  Muddy  Creek  alternative  as  the  Federal  Agencies' 
preferred  alternative.  The  Federal  Agencies'  preferred  alternative  differed  somewhat  from  the  Muddy  Creek 
alternative  described  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  a  reservoir  constructed  on  Muddy  Creek  would  require  amendment 
of  the  BLM's  Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan.  These  changes  led  the  two  agencies  to  conduct 
additional  environmental  analysis.  A  Revised  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  was  issued 
by  the  Forest  Service  and  published  June  21,  1988,  in  the  Federal  Register.  Notification  of  availability  of  the 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  11,  1988. 

In  May,  1988,  the  River  District  applied  to  the  BLM  for  a  Right-of-Way  to  construct  a  dam  and  reservoir  on 
Muddy  Creek  Site  C  (the  Federal  Agency  preferred  alternative). 

After  carefully  considering  comments  from  the  public  and  government  agencies,  a  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  was  prepared  and  is  issued  here. 

Environmental  Issues  Involved  in  Any  Action 

Seven  major  issues  have  been  raised  in  conjunction  with  any  proposed  action  which  might  be  taken  to 
mitigate  the  Windy  Gap  Project  and  to  provide  Denver  and  Western  Slope  with  a  supply  of  water: 
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Water  -  Any  proposed  water  storage  project  would  alter  the  normal  flow  of  water  in  streams.  This  change  in 
flow  could  affect  stream  channel  stability,  morphology,  and  equilibrium.  The  Forest  Service  founding  legisla- 
tion ("Organic  Administration  Act  of  1897",  16  USC  473-475,  477-482,  551)  requires  the  Forest  Service  to 
protect  favorable  conditions  of  water  flow  on  National  Forest  System  lands. 

In  addition,  any  water  storage  project  could  impact  chemical  and  physical  water  quality  conditions  during  and 
after  construction.  If  the  actions  are  not  properly  designed,  planned  or  mitigated  chemicals  such  as  oil  and 
physical  contaminants  such  as  sediment  could  be  induced  into  streams;  particularly  during  construction. 

Impoundment  of  water,  particularly  on  soils  containing  salts,  can  increase  salinity  levels  in  the  water.  Reduced 
stream  flows  can  result  in  less  water  being  available  to  dilute  salts  already  in  the  system.  Subsequent  use 
of  this  water  can  adversely  affect  crop  production  and  long  term  soil  productivity. 

Engineering  -  Dam  safety,  flood  risk,  and  seismicity  are  always  of  concern  when  dealing  with  water  storage 
projects. 

Several  of  the  alternatives  considered  could  inundate  existing  roads,  power  lines,  or  buildings  and  increased 
traffic  during  construction  and  later  from  recreationists  could  cause  safety  problems  and  traffic  congestion. 

Improper  location,  development  and  reclamation  of  materials  borrow  sources  could  result  in  traffic  problems, 
safety  hazards,  reduced  long-term  soil  productivity,  and  impaired  visual  quality. 

Soils  -  Any  action  taken  to  store  water  could  impact  or  be  impacted  by  soils  on  the  site.  Moderate  to  high 
salt  concentrations  in  soils  on  the  site  could  raise  salinity  levels  in  the  impounded  water,  compaction  and/or 
erosion  could  lead  to  a  long-term  loss  in  soil  productivity  if  the  projects  are  not  carefully  designed  and  properly 
implemented,  and  recreational  use  could  result  in  soil  compaction  and/or  erosion. 

Another  general  area  of  concern  related  to  soils  is  shoreline  stability.  Wave  action  can  cause  high  amounts 
of  erosion  in  some  soils. 

WildlifeA^egetation  -  Water  storage  projects  can  greatly  affect  many  species  of  wildlife  and  vegetation. 
Resen/oirs  can  form  barriers  or  safety  hazards  to  migrating  big  game,  can  inundate  critical  wildlife  habitat 
such  as  critical  winter  range  or  wetlands,  or  can  displace  wildlife  into  areas  where  they  cause  property 
damage  or  are  a  safety  hazard.  In  addition,  recreational  use  associated  with  reservoirs  can  exaggerate  these 
effects  on  wildlife. 

In  addition,  threatened,  endangered  or  rare  plants  and  animals  can  be  adversely  affected  by  the  water 
storage  projects.  They  can  be  directly  affected  (e.g.  inundation)  or  indirectly  affected  by  users  and  recreation- 
ists. 

Fishery  -  Water  storage  projects  can  create  or  destroy  fisheries.  Reservoirs  frequently  result  in  changes  to 
the  type  of  fishery.  For  instance,  a  high  quality  stream  fishery  might  be  replaced  with  a  flat  water  fishery  or 
a  low  quality  or  nonexistent  fishery  might  be  replaced  with  a  flat  water  fishery  and  a  moderate  or  high  quality 
tail  water  fishery.  In  addition,  water  storage  projects  can  adversely  impact  critical  fish  habitat  such  as 
spawning  or  rearing  areas.  This  might  change  a  self-sustaining  fishery  to  one  requiring  stocking  or  vis  versa. 
All  these  types  of  changes  could  lead  to  changes  in  the  type  and  amount  of  recreational  use  of  the  fishery. 

Recreation  Activities/  Affects  on  Adjacent  Landowners  -  Because  so  many  recreational  and  social  activities 
are  associated  with  water,  any  water  storage  project  could  lead  to  changes  in  these  activities.  Cultural 
resources  could  be  inundated  or  modified  water  releases  could  impact  recreational  activities  such  as  fishing 
and  river  rafting.  A  strong  visual  focal  point  could  be  created  or  dam  construction  activities  and  operational 
facilities  could  damage  visual  quality.  Inundation  of  important  portions  of  ranches  could  impair  the  viability 
of  the  entire  ranching  operation.  A  new  recreational  facility  could  lead  to  development  of  adjacent  private 
lands. 

Economic  -  Project  construction,  operation,  and  mitigation  costs  can  vary  significantly  from  project  to  project. 
This  would  impact  the  efficiency  and  economic  viability  of  these  projects. 
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Alternative  Courses  of  Action 

Six  alternative  ways  of  carrying  out  the  proposed  actions  and  one  alternative  of  taking  No  Action  were 
developed  and  considered  in  the  environmental  analysis  process.  These  alternatives  included  taking  no 
action,  Rock  Creek  Reservoir,  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir,  Azure  project  alternatives,  enlargement  of  existing 
reservoirs,  or  other  reservoir  sites.  Three  of  the  action  alternatives  were  investigated,  but  eliminated  from 
further  consideration  at  various  stages  of  environmental  analysis  because: 

•  they  did  not  provide  approximately  the  same  water  yield  as  anticipated  in  the  Intergovernmental 
Agreement  (approximately  20,000  acre-feet), 

•  the  total  project  cost  and  cost  per  acre-foot  of  water  yield  was  not  reasonable  in  relation  to  the 
Azure-Windy  Gap  Supplement  Agreement  (Agreement  covers  about  $10,200,000  of  the  cost  - 
see  Section  1.2.2  of  the  Final  EIS),  or 

•  the  project  was  not  located  within  a  reasonable  proximity  of  Windy  Gap,  the  project  being 
mitigated. 

The  three  alternatives  the  interdisciplinary  team  and  I  considered  in  detail  are  as  follows: 

Alternative  1  -  No  Action 

In  this  alternative,  no  mitigation  for  the  Windy  Gap  Project  would  be  implemented  nor  would  a  supply  of  water 
for  Colorado  be  developed.  The  Forest  Service  would  not  issue  a  Special  Use  Permit  for  a  reservoir  on  Rock 
Creek  and  the  BLM  would  not  issue  a  Right-of-Way  for  a  reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek. 

Alternative  2  -  Rock  Creek  Reservoir 

This  alternative  calls  for  the  construction  of  a  roller  compacted  concrete  gravity  dam  that  would  rise  1 72  feet 
above  the  streambed  of  Rock  Creek.  The  Rock  Creek  site  is  located  where  Rock  Creek  enters  a  narrow  valley 
on  the  Routt  National  Forest  just  south  of  Highway  134  and  west  of  Gore  Pass.  This  dam  would  impound 
50,700  acre-feet  of  water  covering  1 ,070  acres.  The  lake  would  extend  about  3  miles  upstream  from  the  dam. 

Mitigation  that  would  be  required  with  this  alternative  is  described  on  pages  5-2  to  5-1 7  of  the  Supplemental 
Draft  EIS. 

Alternative  3  -  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 

Under  this  alternative,  a  zoned,  earthfill  dam  would  be  constructed  on  Public  Lands  administered  by  the  BLM 
located  about  four  miles  north  of  Kremmling.  Although  the  dam  site  is  located  on  Public  Lands,  much  of  the 
reservoir  basin  is  privately  owned.  The  proposed  dam  would  rise  120  feet  above  the  streambed  and  would 
impound  60,000  acre-feet  covering  1 ,447  acres  of  land.  The  lake  would  extend  about  5.5  miles  upstream  from 
the  dam. 

This  alternative  was  initially  developed  and  described  in  the  Draft  EIS  as  a  47,000  acre-foot  reservoir  located 
at  Muddy  Creek  Site  C.  This  was  upsized  to  60,000  acre-feet  in  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  (now  the  Federal 
Agencies'  preferred  alternative)  because  a  larger  reservoir  would  be  more  cost-efficient  and  because  the 
upsizing  would  cause  little  additional  environmental  impact. 

Mitigation  for  this  alternative  is  described  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Environmentally  Preferred  Alternative 

Alternative  1 ,  the  No  Action  alternative  is  the  least  disruptive  to  the  environment. 


The  Forest  Service  Decision 

The  four  decisions  I  am  making  are: 

1)  to  recommend  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  f^anagement  selection  of  the  Muddy  Creek  Alternative, 

2)  to  not  issue  the  Special  Use  Permit  for  Rock  Creek  in  favor  of  a  more  suitable  alternative  located  on 
BLM  and  private  lands  on  Muddy  Creek, 

3)  to  conduct  further  measurements  and  analysis  using  the  most  current  technology  should  the  Rock 
Creek  site  ever  be  reconsidered  for  a  reservoir,  and 

4)  to  reevaluate  water  storage  possibilities,  including  Rock  Creek  Reservoir,  when  the  Routt  National 
Forest  Plan  is  updated  (Forest  Plan  "Revision")  in  four  to  five  years. 

I  have  chosen  to  take  these  actions  for  the  reasons  described  below: 

Reasons  for  This  Decision 

•  The  No  Action  alternative  does  not  address  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District's 
need  to  compensate  for  the  Windy  Gap  project  and  does  not  address  Colorado's  present  and 
future  water  needs. 

•  Both  Muddy  Creek  and  Rock  Creek  fulfill  the  needs  to  mitigate  the  Windy  Gap  project  and 
provide  water  for  Colorado. 

•  Construction  of  a  reservoir  at  Rock  Creek  would  result  in  an  unavoidable  loss  of  a  high  quality 
stream  fishery  compared  to  the  establishment  of  a  potential  fishery  at  Muddy  Creek. 

•  Muddy  Creek  would  result  in  the  loss  of  892  acres  of  wetland  comprised  of  210  acres  of 
undisturbed  natural  wetland  and  682  acres  of  man-affected  wetland  whereas  Rock  Creek  would 
destroy  486  acres  of  high  quality  wetland. 

•  Any  changes  from  the  post-project  stream  flows  used  in  this  EIS  for  Rock  Creek  which  might 
result  from  reanalysis  using  the  most  current  methodology  would  not  significantly  alter  the 
environmental  impacts  disclosed  in  the  EIS. 

•  Neither  Muddy  Creek  or  Rock  Creek  would  result  in  unacceptable  significant  unavoidable 
adverse  impacts  relative  to  the  major  issues  including  water,  engineering,  soils,  wildlife/ 
vegetation,  recreation/social  or  economic.  These  impacts  are  described  in  more  detail  in  the 
following  section. 

The  Effect  of  this  Decision  on  the  Issues 

The  major  impacts  of  implementing  the  proposed  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  Reservoirs  considered  in 
selecting  a  preferred  alternative  are  summarized  in  Table  1.3  of  the  Final  EIS. 

•  No  significant  adverse  impacts  on  stream  channel  stability,  water  quality,  and  downstream 
salinity  would  result  from  implementation  of  either  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek. 

The  Forest  Service  founding  legislation  ("Organic  Administration  Act")  requires  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice to  protect  favorable  conditions  of  water  flow  on  National  Forest  System  lands.  When  this 
analysis  began  four  years  ago,  a  modified  Meyer-Peter/Muller  (MPM)  method  was  used  in  the 
environmental  analysis  of  this  project  proposal  to  estimate  the  instream  flow  requirements 
because  it  was  among  the  best  methods  available  at  the  time  (See  FEIS  discussion).  However, 
in  order  to  ensure  our  ability  to  maintain  favorable  conditions  of  flow,  we  in  the  Forest  Service 
now  feel  we  need  to  go  beyond  the  use  of  this  estimation  method  and  require  exact  methods 
of  analysis  which  depend  upon  actual  field  measurements.  If  the  Rock  Creek  site  is  ever 
considered  for  a  reservoir  again,  further  measurements  and  analysis  will  need  to  be  made  to 


determine  instream  flow  requirements.  Although  I  do  not  know  the  exact  instream  flow  required, 
I  anticipate  that  requiring  such  a  flow  would  not  significantly  alter  the  environmental  effects 
disclosed  in  this  EIS.  Therefore,  instream  flow  effects  were  not  a  significant  factor  for  making  my 
decision. 

•  The  environmental  analysis  conducted  for  this  EIS  concluded  that  with  appropriate  mitigation, 
no  significant  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources,  facilities,  or  vegetation  will  result  from 
implementing  either  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek. 

•  Some  farmlands  of  State  and  local  importance  would  be  lost  if  Muddy  Creek  were  implemented. 
Otherwise,  the  environmental  analysis  conducted  for  this  EIS  concluded  that  no  significant 
adverse  affects  to  the  soils  resource  would  result  from  implementing  either  Rock  Creek  or 
Muddy  Creek. 

•  All  significant  impacts  to  the  only  threatened,  endangered  or  rare  plant  or  animal  species  known 
to  be  affected  by  the  proposed  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  projects  (the  plant  Osterhout's 
Milkvetch  at  Muddy  Creek  and  the  impact  of  either  site  on  3  endangered  fish  (Colorado 
squawfish,  humpback  chub,  and  bonytail  chub)  in  the  lower  Colorado)  are  fully  mitigated. 

•  Wildlife  could  be  adversely  affected  by  either  project.  Implementation  of  extensive  mitigation 
would  eliminate  most  adverse  impacts  at  both  sites.  There  would  still  be  a  loss  of  some  summer 
habitat  capability  at  Rock  Creek  and  possibly  some  loss  in  winter  habitat  capability  at  Muddy 
Creek. 

•  Wetlands  would  be  destroyed  by  implementation  at  either  site.  At  Muddy  Creek  much  of  the 
existing  wetland  is  in  poor  condition,  whereas  at  Rock  Creek,  most  of  it  is  very  high  quality. 
Although  the  amount  of  wetland  at  Rock  Creek  is  less  than  that  at  Muddy  Creek,  the  high  quality 
of  the  wetlands  at  Rock  Creek  would  make  them  more  of  a  loss  than  those  at  Muddy  Creek.  This 
was  a  significant  factor  in  the  decision  to  select  Muddy  Creek  as  the  Federal  Agencies'  preferred 
alternative. 

•  The  quality  of  the  existing  fishery  was  another  significant  issue.  At  present,  there  is  a  very  poor 
to  nonexistent  fishery  in  Muddy  Creek.  In  Rock  Creek,  however;  there  is  a  high  quality  stream 
fishery  that  is  important  to  many  Forest  users.  Impoundment  of  Muddy  Creek  could  create  a  flat 
water  fishery  and  possibly  even  a  tailwater  fishery  where  no  fishery  exists  today.  At  Rock  Creek, 
the  existing  high  quality  stream  fishery  would  be  replaced  with  a  low  to  moderate  quality 
reservoir  fishery.  The  unavoidable  loss  of  this  important  high  quality  recreational  experience  was 
a  significant  factor  in  the  decision  to  select  Muddy  Creek  as  the  Federal  Agencies'  preferred 
alternative. 

•  Another  issue  of  importance  to  many  in  the  general  vicinity  of  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek 
is  the  beneficial  impact  of  such  a  reservoir  on  the  local  economies.  Based  on  the  environmental 
analysis  conducted,  there  would  not  be  a  significant  difference  in  the  impacts  of  Rock  Creek 
compared  to  Muddy  Creek.  Rock  Creek  would  be  slightly  more  cost-efficient  to  construct  and 
operate. 

Implementation  and  Request  for  Review 

This  decision  may  be  implemented  30  days  from  the  date  that  Environmental  Protection  Agency's  Notice  of 
Availability  of  the  Final  EIS  appears  in  the  Federal  Register. 

In  accordance  with  40  CFR  1508.27,  this  decision  constitutes  no  significant  impact  on  the  human  environ- 
ment. 


This  decision  is  subject  to  review  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  36  CFR  217.6.  A  request  for  review 
must  be  filed  with  the  Chief,  Forest  Service,  P.O.  Box  96090,  Washington,  D.C.,  20250,  within  45  days  from 
the  day  after  the  notice  of  this  decision  is  published. 

For  further  information  contact  Larry  Keown,  Land  Management  Planning  Staff  Officer,  by  telephone  at  (303) 
879-1722  or  by  writing  Routt  National  Forest.  29587  West  U.S.  40  -  Suite  20,  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 
80487. 
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ABSTRACT 


This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  represents  the 
culmination  of  a  four-year  effort  undertaken  to  disclose  impacts  and 
develop  mitigation  for  the  proposed  construction  of  a  water  storage 
reservoir  on  either  Rock  Creek  in  the  Yampa  Ranger  District,  Routt  National 
Forest,  or  Muddy  Creek  in  the   Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Kremmling 
Resource  Area.   The  Draft  EIS  was  issued  in  August  1987  and  a  Supplemental 
Draft  EIS  was  issued  in  August  1988.   The  preferred  alternative  is  a  60,000 
acre -foot  reservoir  at  site  C  on  Muddy  Creek.   The  environmentally 
preferred  alternative  is  the  no-action  alternative.   A  BLM  Right-of-Way  for 
the  Muddy  Creek  site  would  require  amendment  of  the  Kremmling  Resource 
Management  Plan  to  accommodate  recreational  use  of  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir. 
Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  would  require  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation)  to  execute  an  agreement 
providing  for  water  substitution  between  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  and  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir.   This  FEIS  discloses  the  potential  impacts  and  proposed 
mitigation  and  conservation  measures  for  these  federal  actions. 

Protests  must  be  received  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  publication 
of  the  Notice  of  Availability  by  the  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
in  the  Federal  Register. 


SUMMARY 

ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 

FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

AND  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AMENDMENT 


Background  and  Purpose  of  the  Project 

Background 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  represents  the 
culmination  of  a  four-year  effort  undertaken  to  disclose  impacts  and 
develop  mitigation  for  the  proposed  construction  of  a  water  storage 
reservoir  on  either  Rock  Creek  in  the  Yampa  Ranger  District,  Routt  National 
Forest,  or  Muddy  Creek  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Kremmling  Resource 
Area.   The  environmental  analysis  and  alternatives  evaluation  was 
undertaken  in  response  to  an  application  submitted  to  the  Forest  Service  on 
April  3,  1985,  by  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  (River 
District)  for  a  Special  Use  Permit  for  the  construction  of  a  dam  and 
reservoir  on  Rock  Creek.   In  May  1988,  the  River  District  applied  to  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  a  Right-of-Way  to  construct  a  dam  and 
reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  (Site  C) . 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  the 
Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  have  conducted  environmental 
analyses  of  the  effects  of  the  proposed  projects  and  reasonable 
alternatives.   A  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  was  issued  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  as 
lead  agency  in  August  1987.   A  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  (SDEIS)  was  issued  by 
the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  as  co-lead  agencies 
in  August  1988.   The  SDEIS  identified  a  60,000  acre-foot  reservoir  at  Site 
C  on  Muddy  Creek  as  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
preferred  alternative. 

The  USDA  Forest  Service  and  the  USDI  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  the 
co-lead  agencies  for  this  environmental  compliance  action.   Cooperating 
agencies  include:   USDI  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  USDI  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife. 

The  1984  Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan  lists  livestock  grazing, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  water  quality  management  as  the  priority  land  uses 
for  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Area.   A  Right-of-Way  for  the  Muddy  Creek 
site  would  require  an  amendment  to  the  Kremmling  Management  Plan  to  change 
approximately  1740  acres  of  livestock  grazing,  30  acres  of  wildlife 
habitat,  and  1.1  miles  of  water  quality  management  priorities  to  the 
recreation  management  priority  category  to  accommodate  recreational  use  at 
the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   The  amendment  would  also  change  approximately 
1,460  acres  of  Class  II  and  700  acres  of  Class  III  Visual  Resource 
Management  Class  to  Class  IV.   The  management  objectives  for  Class  IV  would 
be  consistent  with  the  construction  of  the  project.   The  visual  resource 
decision  in  the  Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan  would  also  be  changed  to 
establish  consistency  with  the  Bureau  Manual. 

To  implement  the  proposed  action,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 


(through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation)  would  be  required  to  execute  an 
agreement  which  would  provide  for  water  substitution  between  a  proposed  new 
reservoir  and  Green  Mountain  Reservoir.   Execution  of  such  an  agreement 
would  constitute  a  major  federal  action  on  the  part  of  Reclamation 
requiring  appropriate  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  compliance. 
The  SDEIS  and  FEIS  also  disclose  the  potential  impacts  of  execution  of  such 
an  agreement  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

This  Final  EIS  presents  a  summary  of  project  purpose,  need, 
alternatives,  and  impacts  as  well  as  supplemental  information  and  errata 
for  the  SDEIS,  and  a  summary  of  the  final  mitigation  plan  for  the  preferred 
alternative  and  the  Biological  Opinion  issued  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.   A  listing  of  environmental  commitments  by  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  agency 
and  public  comment  letters  and  response  to  comments  on  the  DEIS  and  SDEIS 
are  provided.   This  Final  EIS  summarizes  and  updates  but  does  not 
duplicate,  information  contained  in  the  SDEIS.   For  a  more  detailed 
discussion  of  specific  topic  areas,  reference  to  the  SDEIS  (August  1988)  is 
suggested. 

Purpose  and  Need 

The  River  District  proposes  to  utilize  a  reservoir  on  either  Rock 
Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  in  a  manner  that  meets  both  Metropolitan  Denver  and 
West  Slope  water  demands  and  that  the  District  considers  to  be  consistent 
with  its  statutory  mandate.   The  proposed  interim  operation  of  the  project 
involves  the  lease  of  a  major  portion  of  the  reservoir  yield  to  the  Denver 
Water  Board  for  25  years  to  be  used  by  Denver  to  meet  water  needs  in  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Area.   Following  this  25-year  period,  Denver  could 
renew  the  lease  for  any  portion  of  the  firm  annual  yield  that  the  River 
District  determines  is  not  necessary  for  western  Colorado  use.   This  lease 
could  provide  the  District  with  the  means  to  finance  a  portion  of  this 
project  and  to  pursue  its  statutory  obligations  in  support  of  present  and 
future  water  needs  in  western  Colorado.   During  the  period  of  the  lease  the 
District  would  retain  at  least  10  percent  of  the  yield  of  the  project  to 
support  or  service  water  users  in  western  Colorado. 

The  short-term  (25  year)  need  for  the  proposed  project  is  based  on 
projected  water  shortages  in  the  Metropolitan  Denver  Area  (MDA) ,  beginning 
in  about  1998.   The  proposed  project  would  add  approximately  15,000  acre 
feet  per  year  to  the  total  developed  safe  yield  for  the  MDA.   Over  the  long 
term  the  yield  of  the  proposed  project  could  be  used  to  meet  West  Slope 
water  needs,  could  continue  to  be  leased  by  Denver  or  other  Front  Range 
municipalities,  or  could  serve  some  combination  of  these  demands.   The  most 
foreseeable  West  Slope  demand  is  that  the  reservoir  would  support 
development  of  an  oil  shale  industry  and  its  associated  municipal  growth. 

In  regard  to  the  need  for  the  proposed  project,  an  additional  area  of 
consideration  relates  to  the  operational  enhancement  that  a  storage 
reservoir  on  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  would  provide  for  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  water  storage  and  delivery  system.   There  would  be  potential  benefits 
of  coordinated  operations  of  Williams  Fork  Reservoir,  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  and  a  reservoir  on  either  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek. 
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History  of  the  Proposed  Project 

The  River  District's  applications  to  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  for  a  special  use  permit  or  right  of  way  to  build  a  water 
storage  reservoir  are  the  result  of  an  extremely  complex  and  lengthy  series 
of  legal  actions  and  negotiations  involving  the  adjudication,  permitting 
and  construction  of  the  Windy  Gap  Project.   This  series  of  actions  and 
negotiations  provides  the  financial  basis  for  the  River  District  to 
undertake  construction  of  the  proposed  project  or  an  alternative.   The 
Azure -Windy  Gap  Supplemental  Agreement  of  March  1985  resulted  in  a  cash 
payment  of  $10,200,000  from  the  Northern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy 
District's  Municipal  Subdistrict  to  the  River  District  to  permit,  design, 
and  construct  a  water  storage  reservoir  in  western  Colorado  as  mitigation 
for  the  Windy  Gap  project.   The  River  District-Denver  Water  Board 
agreement  of  December  15,  1986,  would  provide  the  River  District  with 
additional  funds  to  meet  its  statutory  purposes,  including  construction  of 
the  proposed  project. 


Issues  and  Concerns  Identified  and  Addressed 

As  a  result  of  scoping,  internal  staff  review,  and  consultation  with 
cooperating  agencies,  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
determined  that  major  issues  and  management  concerns  for  the  Rock  Creek  and 
Muddy  Creek  sites  could  be  grouped  into  the  following  categories.   A 
generalized  listing  of  the  major  issues  which  had  a  significant  influence 
on  selection  of  a  preferred  alternative  is  also  included  below. 

Water  -   Stream  channel  stability,  morphology,  and  equilibrium 

Chemical  and  physical  water  quality  conditions  during 
and  after  construction 

Salinity  effects  in  Lower  Colorado  River  main  stem 

Flow  changes  on  Rock  Creek,  Muddy  Creek,  and  the 
Colorado  River 

Engineering     -   Dam  safety,  flood  risk,  hazard  rating,  and  seismic 

activity 

Facilities  relocation 

Post-project  traffic  patterns 

Location,  development,  and  reclamation  of  materials 
borrow  sources 

Soils  -   Compatibility  of  soils  with  projected  uses 

Reservoir  shoreline  stability 
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Wildlife/       -   Wildlife  values,  disturbance  of  winter/summer  range 
Vegetation         and  habitat,  migration,  and/or  distribution  patterns 

of  elk  and  deer 

Impact  and  loss  of  wetland,  riparian  habitat,  and 
endangered  plants 

Fishery         -   Impact  on  or  loss  of  stream  habitat  and  characteristics 

of  reservoir  habitat 

Projected  fishing  use  of  affected  area 

Recreation/     -   Effect  of  reservoir  operations  on  recreation  use 
Social 

Recreation  potential  and  projected  use 

Land  use  changes  and  impacts  on  private  lands 

Visual  impacts 

Cultural  resources 

Economic        -   Efficiency  and  impact  of  alternative  reservoirs 

Description  of  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  Alternatives 

Alternatives  Considered  but  Eliminated  from  Detailed  Study 

To  determine  alternatives  that  would  be  reasonable  and  feasible 
considering  the  history  of  the  proposed  project,  a  set  of  criteria  were 
established.   First,  the  alternative  should  provide  approximately  the  same 
water  yield  as  anticipated  with  the  Azure  Project  (about  20,000  acre-feet). 
Second,  the  total  project  cost  and  cost  per  acre-foot  of  water  yield  should 
be  reasonable  in  relation  to  the  Azure-Windy  Gap  Supplemental  Agreement. 
Finally,  the  project  should  be  located  within  reasonable  proximity  of  Windy 
Gap,  the  project  being  mitigated.   Using  these  criteria  a  number  of 
alternative  sites  and  enlargements  of  existing  reservoirs  were  considered. 
Other  than  the  Rock  Creek  site  in  Routt  County,  the  only  reasonable 
alternative  is  on  Muddy  Creek  in  Grand  County. 

No  Action  Alternative 

As  required,  a  no-action  alternative  is  considered.   The  no-action 
alternative  assumes  that  a  permit  for  construction  of  a  dam  and  reservoir 
would  not  be  issued  for  any  site  on  either  Rock  Creek  (U.  S.  Forest 
Service)  or  Muddy  Creek  (Bureau  of  Land  Management) .   The  no-action 
alternative  provides  a  baseline  for  analysis  of  impacts.   Under  the  no- 
action  conditions  the  River  District  would  be  required  to  initiate  a 
variety  of  legal  and  institutional  proceedings  related  to  the  adjudication 
and  negotiations  described  above. 


IV 


Construction  Alternatives  -  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek 

The  Rock  Creek  site  Is  located  just  south  of  State  Highway  134  west  of 
Gore  Pass,  where  Rock  Creek  enters  a  narrow  valley.   The  Rock  Creek  Dam  Is 
proposed  to  be  a  roller  compacted  concrete  (RCC)  gravity  dam,  that  would 
rise  172  feet  above  the  existing  streambed  and  impound  50,700  acre -feet  of 
water.   The  Muddy  Creek  site  is  located  just  west  of  Wolford  Mountain  (5 
miles  north  of  Kremmling,  Colorado).   The  Muddy  Creek  Dam  is  proposed  to 
be  a  zoned  earthfill  dam  that  would  have  a  dam  crest  located  120  feet  above 
the  present  streambed  and  would  create  a  reservoir  with  a  60,000  acre- foot 
capacity. 

The  following  table  provides  a  summary  comparison  of  the  physical 
features  of  the  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  construction  alternatives. 

Comparison  of  Physical  Features 
Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  Alternatives 


Project  features 


Unit 


Rock  Creek 


Muddy  Creek 


Reservoir 


Capacity 

Conservation  storage 
Sediment  storage 
Yield 

Surface  area 
Length 


ac-ft 

50, 

,700 

ac-ft 

4, 

,000 

ac-ft 

500 

ac-ft/yr 

17, 

,000 

acres 

1, 

,070 

miles 

3 

60,000 
4,000 
6,000 

23,000 
1,447 
5, 


Dam 


Type 

~ 

Roller  compacted 
concrete 

Zoned  earth  fill 

Crest  elevation 

feet 

8,690 

7,500 

Height 

feet 
1000  yd^ 

172 

120 

Volume 

180 

997 

Crest  length 

feet 

707 

1,900 

Crest  width 

feet 

16 

25 

Outlet  type 

- 

Single 

Multiple 

Discharge  at  min. 

cfs 

300 

400 

reservoir 

Impacts  and  Mitigation 

Summary 

The  potential  positive  and  negative  impacts  of  the  Rock  Creek  and 
Muddy  Creek  alternatives  are  summarized  in  Table  1.3  in  relation  to  the 
major  engineering  and  environmental  disciplines  analyzed.   The  disclosure 
of  impacts  is  based  on  Chapter  4.0  SDEIS,  as  amended.   Proposed  mitigation 
measures  for  potential  impacts  and  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  also 
summarized  in  the  table.   The  mitigation  measures  are  based  on  Chapter  5.0 
SDEIS,  as  amended.   The  Final  Mitigation  Plan  for  the  Muddy  Creek 


alternative  is  sununarized  in  Chapter  3.0  of  the  Final  EIS. 

The  Preferred  Alternative 

The  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  preferred 
alternative  is  a  60,000  acre -foot  reservoir  at  Site  C  on  Muddy  Creek. 

The  Environmentally  Preferred  Alternative 

The  environmentally  preferred  alternative  is  the  No-Action 
Alternative . 
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ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 

FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

AND  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AMENDMENT 


1.0    PURPOSE,  NEED,  ALTERNATIVES  AND  IMPACTS 


1. 1   Introduction 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  represents  the 
culmination  of  a  four-year  effort  undertaken  to  disclose  impacts  and 
develop  mitigation  for  the  proposed  construction  of  a  water  storage 
reservoir  on  either  Rock  Creek  in  the  Yampa  Ranger  District,  Routt  National 
Forest,  or  Muddy  Creek  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Kremmling  Resource 
Area  (see  Figure  1.1).   The  environmental  analysis  and  alternatives 
evaluation  was  undertaken  in  response  to  an  application  submitted  to  the 
Forest  Service  on  April  3,  1985,  by  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation 
District  (River  District)  for  a  Special  Use  Permit  for  the  construction  of 
a  dam  and  reservoir  on  Rock  Creek.   In  May  1988,  the  River  District  applied 
to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  a  Right-of-Way  to  construct  a  d£im  and 
reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  (Site  C) . 

In  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  the 
Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  have  conducted  environmental 
analyses  of  the  effects  of  the  proposed  projects  and  reasonable 
alternatives.   A  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  was  issued  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  as 
lead  agency  in  August  1987.   A  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  (SDEIS)  was  issued  by 
the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  as  co-lead  agencies 
in  August  1988.   The  SDEIS  identified  a  60,000  acre- foot  reservoir  at  Site 
C  on  Muddy  Creek  as  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
preferred  alternative. 

The  USDA  Forest  Service  and  the  USDI  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  the 
CO -lead  agencies  for  this  environmental  compliance  action.   Cooperating 
agencies  include:   USDI  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
USDI  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife. 

The  1984  Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan  lists  livestock  grazing, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  water  quality  management  as  the  priority  land  uses 
for  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Area.   A  Right-of-Way  for  the  Muddy  Creek 
site  would  require  an  amendment  to  the  Kremmling  Management  Plan  to  change 
approximately  1,740  acres  of  livestock  grazing,  30  acres  of  wildlife 
habitat,  and  1.1  miles  of  water  quality  management  priorities  to  the 
recreation  management  priority  category  to  accommodate  recreational  use  at 
the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   The  amendment  would  also  change  approximately 
1,080  acres  of  Class  II  and  40  acres  of  Class  III  Visual  Resource 
Management  Class  to  Class  IV.   The  management  objectives  for  Class  IV  would 
be  consistent  with  the  construction  of  the  project.   The  visual  resource 
decision  in  the  Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan  would  also  be  changed  to 
establish  consistency  with  the  Bureau  Manual. 
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To  implement  the  proposed  action,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation)  would  be  required  to  execute  an 
agreement  which  would  provide  for  water  substitution  between  a  proposed  new 
reservoir  and  Green  Mountain  Reservoir.   Execution  of  such  an  agreement 
would  constitute  a  major  federal  action  on  the  part  of  Reclamation 
requiring  appropriate  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  compliance. 
The  SDEIS  also  disclosed  the  potential  impacts  of  execution  of  such  an 
agreement  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

An  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  a  document  disclosing  the 
environmental  consequences  of  implementing  a  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  to  that  action.   It  is  not  a  decision  document.   Decisions 
will  be  documented  in  a  Record  of  Decision(s)  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

This  Final  EIS  presents  a  summary  of  project  purpose,  need, 
alternatives,  and  impacts  in  Chapter  1.0.   Supplemental  information  and 
errata  for  the  SDEIS  are  contained  in  Chapter  2.0.   Chapters  3.0  and  4.0 
contain,  respectively,  a  summary  of  the  final  mitigation  plan  for  the 
preferred  alternative  and  the  Biological  Opinion  issued  by  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.   A  listing  of  environmental  commitments  by  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is 
provided  in  Chapter  5.0.   Chapters  6.0  and  7.0  contain,  respectively, 
agency  and  public  comment  letters  and  response  to  comments  on  the  DEIS  and 
SDEIS.   Finally,  Chapters  8.0  and  9.0  list  coordination  and  consultation 
with  others  and  provide  the  mailing  list  for  the  statement.   This  Final 
EIS  summarizes  and  updates  but  does  not  duplicate,  information  contained  in 
the  SDEIS.   For  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  specific  topic  areas, 
reference  to  the  SDEIS  (August  1988)  is  suggested.   Appendix  A  of  this 
Final  EIS  updates  the  Muddy  Creek  portion  of  Appendix  A  of  the  SDEIS. 
Appendices  B  and  C  support  this  Final  EIS  and  do  not  replace  Appendices  B 
and  C  of  the  SDEIS. 


1 . 2    Summary  of  Purpose.  Need,  and  Related  Information 


1.2.1.   Purpose  and  Need.    The  River  District  proposes  to  utilize  a 
reservoir  on  either  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  in  a  manner  that  meets  both 
Metropolitan  Denver  and  West  Slope  water  demands  and  that  the  District 
considers  to  be  consistent  with  its  statutory  mandate.   The  proposed 
interim  operation  of  the  project  involves  the  lease  of  a  major  portion  of 
the  reservoir  yield  to  the  Denver  Water  Board  for  25  years  to  be  used  by 
Denver  to  meet  water  needs  in  the  Metropolitan  Denver  Area.   Following  this 
25-year  period,  Denver  could  renew  the  lease  for  any  portion  of  the  firm 
annual  yield  that  the  River  District  determines  is  not  necessary  for 
western  Colorado  use.   This  lease  could  provide  the  District  with  the  means 
to  finance  a  portion  of  this  project  and  to  pursue  its  statutory 
obligations  in  support  of  present  and  future  water  needs  in  western 
Colorado.   During  the  period  of  the  lease  the  District  would  retain  at 
least  10  percent  of  the  yield  of  the  project  to  support  or  service  water 
users  in  western  Colorado. 
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Figure     1.1       -   Location  IMap  for  tlie   Proposed   Rocit  Creelt   and  Muddy  Creelt  Reservoir  Sites. 
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The  short-term  (25  year)  need  for  the  proposed  project  is  based  on 
projected  water  shortages  in  the  Metropolitan  Denver  Area  (MDA) ,  beginning 
in  about  1998.   The  proposed  project  would  add  approximately  15,000  acre 
feet  per  year  to  the  total  developed  safe  yield  for  the  MDA.   Over  the  long 
term  the  yield  of  the  proposed  project  could  be  used  to  meet  West  Slope 
water  needs,  could  continue  to  be  leased  by  Denver  or  other  Front  Range 
municipalities,  or  could  serve  some  combination  of  these  demands.   The  most 
foreseeable  West  Slope  demand  is  that  the  reservoir  would  support 
development  of  an  oil  shale  industry  and  its  associated  municipal  growth. 

In  regard  to  the  need  for  the  proposed  project,  an  additional  area  of 
consideration  relates  to  the  operational  enhancement  that  a  storage 
reservoir  on  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  would  provide  for  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  water  storage  and  delivery  system.   There  would  be  potential  benefits 
of  coordinated  operations  of  Williams  Fork  Reservoir,  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  and  a  reservoir  on  either  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek. 

The  existence  of  Muddy  Creek  or  Rock  Creek  reservoir  and  the 
exchanges,  substitutions,  and  river  operations  changes  which  would  be  made 
possible  would  set  the  stage  for  annual  River  Operations  meetings.   These 
meetings  would  be  integrated  with  meetings  on  endangered  species 
conservation  measures  anticipated  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  regard  to 
Ruedi  and  Green  Mountain  reservoirs.   These  meetings  would  likely  be  held 
in  the  spring  after  an  assessment  of  the  snowpack  and  available  water 
supply  has  been  made.   They  would  include  federal,  state,  and  local 
government  agencies,  as  well  as  water  user,  conservation,  and  public 
interest  groups.   Projected  operations  and  flows  would  be  presented  and  an 
opportunity  would  be  provided  for  input  from  the  public  on  effects  and 
possible  improvements.   Agency  input  and  public  comments  would  be 
considered  and  addressed  by  the  water  management  agencies  within  their 
operational  constraints,  demands,  and  flexibilities. 


1.2.2.   History  of  the  Proposed  Project.    The  River  District's 
applications  to  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  a 
special  use  permit  or  right  of  way  to  build  a  water  storage  reservoir  are 
the  result  of  an  extremely  complex  and  lengthy  series  of  legal  actions  and 
negotiations  involving  the  adjudication,  permitting  and  construction  of  the 
Windy  Gap  Project  (see  Chapter  1.0  SDEIS  for  more  detail).   This  series  of 
actions  and  negotiations  provides  the  financial  basis  for  the  River 
District  to  undertake  construction  of  the  proposed  project  or  an 
alternative.   The  Azure-Windy  Gap  Supplemental  Agreement  of  March  1985 
resulted  in  a  cash  payment  of  $10,200,000  from  the  Northern  Colorado  Water 
Conservancy  District's  Municipal  Subdistrict  to  the  River  District  to 
permit,  design,  and  construct  a  water  storage  reservoir  in  western  Colorado 
as  mitigation  for  the  Windy  Gap  project.   The  River  District-Denver  Water 
Board  agreement  of  December  15,  1986,  would  provide  the  River  District  with 
additional  funds  to  meet  its  statutory  purposes,  including  construction  of 
the  proposed  project. 


1.2.3.   Related  Projects.    A  number  of  different  water  projects 
would  be  related  to  or  impacted  by  the  operation  of  the  proposed  project. 
The  proposed  project  is  part  of  the  mitigation  package  related  to  the  Windy 
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Gap  Project.   The  proposed  reservoir  also  would  be  operated  in  conjunction 
with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Green  Mountain  Reservoir.   To  implement 
the  proposed  action,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (through  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation)  would  be  required  to  execute  an  agreement  which  would  provide 
for  water  substitution  between  a  proposed  new  reservoir  and  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir. 

The  U.S.  Array  Corps  of  Engineers  has  prepared  the  Metropolitan  Denver 
Water  Supply  EIS  (MDWS/EIS)  disclosing  the  impacts  of  the  development  of 
additional  water  sources  needed  to  supply  water  for  future  growth  to  the 
Metropolitan  Denver  Area.  The  MDWS/EIS  describes  both  system-wide  and  site- 
specific  alternatives  to  supply  this  water.   West  Slope  Exchanges  are 
included  in  the  various  system-wide  alternatives  to  meet  metropolitan 
Denver's  near- term  water  needs.   The  MDWS/EIS  identifies  both  the  Rock 
Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  (Wolford  Mountain)  reservoirs  as  components  in  a  Blue 
River  Exchange  Scenario.   Under  the  Denver  Water  Board  -  River  District 
agreement  of  December  1986,  the  Water  Board  could  use  either  Rock  Creek  or 
Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  in  support  of  exchanges  or  substitutions  to 
accomplish  transmountain  diversions  by  making  releases  which  would  permit 
an  equivalent  amount  of  water  to  be  either  retained  in  reservoirs  owned  by 
Denver  or  diverted  under  direct  flow  decrees  owned  by  Denver. 

The  Colorado  Water  Resources  and  Power  Development  Authority  conducted 
a  study  of  the  Joint-Use  Reservoir  and  Green  Mountain  Exchange  projects. 
The  upper  Colorado  River  system  was  examined  at  a  reconnaissance  level  for 
candidate  sites.   Unregulated  streams  (Muddy  Creek,  Troublesome  Creek,  and 
the  Piney  River)  were  considered  along  with  previously  studied  reservoir 
sites.   Nine  sites  were  identified,  including  sites  A  and  C  on  Muddy  Creek 
(Wolford  Mountain).   Site  A  (or  A')  would  be  a  large  120,000  acre-foot 
reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  near  Kremmling.   Site  C  of  the  Authority  study 
coincides  with  Site  C  on  Muddy  Creek  as  evaluated  here. 


1.2.4.   Issues  and  Concerns  Identified  and  Addressed.    As  a  result 
of  scoping,  internal  staff  review,  and  consultation  with  cooperating 
agencies,  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  determined  that 
major  issues  and  management  concerns  for  the  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek 
sites  could  be  grouped  into  the  following  categories.   A  generalized 
listing  of  the  major  issues  which  could  have  a  significant  influence  on 
site  selection  is  also  included  below. 

Water  -   Stream  channel  stability,  morphology,  and  equilibrium 

Chemical  and  physical  water  quality  conditions  during 
and  after  construction 

Salinity  effects  in  Lower  Colorado  River  main  stem 

Flow  changes  on  Rock  Creek,  Muddy  Creek,  and  the 
Colorado  River 

Engineering     -   Dam  safety,  flood  risk,  hazard  rating,  and  seismic 

activity 
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Soils 


Wildlife/ 
Vegetation 


Fishery 


Recreation/ 
Social 


Economic 


Facilities  relocation 

Post-project  traffic  patterns 

Location,  development,  and  reclamation  of  materials 
borrow  sources 

Compatibility  of  soils  with  projected  uses 

Reservoir  shoreline  stability 

Wildlife  values,  disturbance  of  winter/siimmer  range 
and  habitat,  migration,  and/or  distribution  patterns 
of  elk  and  deer 

Impact  and  loss  of  wetland,  riparian  habitat,  and 
endangered  plants 

Impact  on  or  loss  of  stream  habitat  and  characteristics 
of  reservoir  habitat 

Projected  fishing  use  of  affected  area 

Effect  of  reservoir  operations  on  recreation  use 

Recreation  potential  and  projected  use 

Land  use  changes  and  impacts  on  private  lands 

Visual  impacts 

Cultural  resources 

Efficiency  and  impact  of  alternative  reservoirs 


1.3   Summary  of  Alternatives  Considered 

This  section  summarizes  the  alternatives  that  were  evaluated  as  a  part 
of  the  NEPA  compliance  process  but  eliminated  from  further  consideration. 
To  determine  alternatives  that  would  be  reasonable  and  feasible,  a  set  of 
criteria  were  established.   First,  the  alternative  should  provide 
approximately  the  same  water  yield  as  anticipated  with  the  Azure  Project 
(about  20,000  acre-feet).   Second,  the  total  project  cost  and  cost  per 
acre -foot  of  water  yield  should  be  reasonable  in  relation  to  the  Azure - 
Windy  Gap  Supplemental  Agreement,  and  finally,  the  project  should  be 
located  within  reasonable  proximity  of  Windy  Gap,  the  project  being 
mitigated  (see  Fig.  1.1). 


1.3.1.   Azure  Project  Alternatives.   From  May  1980  through  September 
1983,  the  River  District  and  the  Northern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy 
District  Municipal  Subdistrict  (Municipal  Subdistrict)  investigated  reser- 
voir alternatives  at  the  Azure  damsite. 
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After  extensive  environmental  analyses,  all  of  the  Azure  alternatives 
were  dropped  from  further  development  as  alternatives  for  mitigation 
storage  for  the  Windy  Gap  Project,   The  reasons  for  dropping  Azure 
alternatives  were: 

1.  The  high  cost  of  the  project  alternatives. 

2.  Impacts  on  recreation  in  the  Gore  Canyon. 

3.  Opposition  to  the  project  by  local  governmental  officials, 
including  Grand  County. 

4.  Extensive  time  required  for  project  permitting. 

Because  of  the  extensive  history  of  review.  Azure  Project  alternatives  have 
not  been  considered  further  in  this  EIS. 


1.3.2   Enlargement  of  Existing  Reservoirs.   One  alternative  brought  up 
in  scoping  was  the  possibility  of  adding  to  the  storage  volume  of  existing 
reservoirs.   There  are  few  existing  small  reservoirs  in  the  project 
vicinity  and  these  small  reservoirs  serve  primarily  agricultural  uses.   An 
example  of  a  reservoir  that  might  be  enlarged  is  Red  Dirt  Reservoir  located 
on  Red  Dirt  Creek  in  the  Muddy  Creek  drainage. 

Enlargement  of  Red  Dirt  Reservoir  is  estimated  to  cost  $1,191,300  and 
would  provide  800  acre-feet  per  year  increased  yield.   To  obtain  a 
comparable  yield  to  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  alternatives,  approximately 
20  to  25  reservoirs  would  have  to  be  enlarged  at  an  estimated  construction 
cost  of  $27  million.   This  alternative  was  eliminated  from  further 
consideration  because  it  could  not  provide  sufficient  water  at  reasonable 
cost. 


1.3.3.  Haypark  Reservoir.   The  Haypark  Reservoir  site  is  located  on 
the  East  Fork  of  Troublesome  Creek  in  Grand  County.   The  reservoir  basin 
would  accommodate  a  reservoir  site  up  to  70,000  acre-feet  and  the  cost  of 
the  reservoir  was  estimated  at  $60  million.   The  reservoir  was  not 
considered  as  an  alternative  because  of  the  high  cost  of  the  project  and 
geologic  concerns  with  landslides  within  the  reservoir  basin  associated  with 
steep  and  unstable  slopes. 

1.3.4.  Muddy  Creek  Site  A.   A  large  reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  (Site  A) 
was  considered  by  the  Colorado  Water  Resources  and  Power  Development 
Authority  as  part  of  the  investigations  for  the  joint  use  reservoir  and 
Green  Mountain  exchange  projects  (see  Section  1.2.3).   As  envisioned.  Site 
A  would  be  located  on  Muddy  Creek,  approximately  1  mile  upstream  from 
Kremmling.   A  137-foot  high  dam  would  create  a  reservoir  of  119,600  ac-ft 
with  an  estimated  yield  of  84,000  ac-ft/yr.   Approximately  40  to  50  percent 
of  the  yield  would  be  provided  by  water  pumped  from  the  Colorado  River  in 
wet  years  through  2.4  miles  of  pipeline. 
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An  additional  large  reservoir  site  about  3/4  miles  upstream  from  Site 
A  (Site  A')  was  also  considered  as  part  of  the  Colorado  Water  Resources  and 
Power  Development  Authority  investigation.   To  be  cost  effective,  the  project 
would  require  diversion  and  pumping  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River.   The 
project  would  store  approximately  120,000  acre-feet,  yield  about  50,000 
acre -feet,  and  cost  about  $90,000,000. 

It  is  likely  that  the  need  for  a  large  reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  would 
not  materialize  until  well  into  the  future  when  the  initial  cost  of 
construction  of  a  smaller  project  upstream  at  Site  C  will  have  been 
amortized  and  much  of  the  smaller  project's  economic  life  would  have  been 
realized.   An  existing  project  at  Site  C  as  proposed  in  this  EIS  would  not 
necessarily  preclude  constructing  a  larger  project  downstream  at  Site  A  or 
A'  from  an  engineering  or  economic  perspective.   There  would  be,  however, 
many  other  environmental  factors  considered  in  justifying  the  larger  project. 
A  large  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  project  was  eliminated  from  further 
consideration  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  water  yield  and  total  project  cost  are  well  beyond  the 
range  considered  feasible  as  an  alternative. 

2.  The  capital  cost  per  acre-foot  of  water  yield  (unit  cost)  is 
almost  twice  that  estimated  for  either  the  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy 
Creek  Site  C  project. 

3.  The  need  for  a  reservoir  larger  than  60,000  acre -feet  on  Muddy 
Creek  cannot  be  demonstrated  at  this  time. 

4.  The  financing  (repayment  capability)  for  a  large  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  (100,000+  acre -feet)  is  not  currently  available. 

5.  From  an  engineering  or  economic  perspective,  construction  of  a 
smaller  reservoir  at  Site  C  would  not  preclude  constructing  a 
larger  project  downstream  at  some  time  in  the  future. 


1.3.5.   DeBerard  Reservoir.   The  DeBerard  Reservoir  site  is  located  on 
Muddy  Creek  approximately  20  miles  upstream  of  Kremmling.   The  dam  and 
reservoir  site  is  located  in  a  geologic  setting  similar  to  the  Muddy  Creek 
site.   The  reservoir  was  not  considered  as  an  alternative  because  of  the 
limited  size  and  yield  available  at  the  reservoir  site  and  high  cost  of  the 
reservoir. 


1.3.6.   Projects  on  the  Eagle  River.   The  River  District  holds 
conditional  water  decrees  for  several  projects  in  the  Eagle  River  drainage, 
including  Iron  Mountain  Reservoir  located  on  Homestake  Creek  above  the  town 
of  Minturn.   The  Iron  Mountain  Reservoir  site  has  a  storage  capacity  of  up 
to  100,000  acre-feet  with  a  yield  of  up  to  30,000  acre-feet  per  year. 
However,  the  project  is  very  expensive,  up  to  $200  million,  and  geologic 
concerns  within  the  basin  could  preclude  or  make  it  even  more  costly  to 
build  a  dam  at  the  Iron  Mountain  Reservoir  site.   Projects  on  the  Eagle 
River  are  also  considered  to  be  located  out  of  geographic  proximity  of 
Windy  Gap. 
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1.3.7.   Projects  Upstream  of  Kremmling  on  the  Blue  and  Colorado 
Rivers.   Storage  projects  on  the  Blue  and  Colorado  rivers  upstream  of 
Kremmling  were  also  considered.   However,  no  candidate  projects  were  iden- 
tified.  The  Blue  and  Colorado  rivers  upstream  of  Kremmling  are  already 
heavily  impacted  by  existing  and  planned  projects  which  effectively  utilize 
the  available  water  supply. 

The  Colorado  Water  Resources  and  Power  Development  Authority  in 
conjunction  with  the  River  District  and  other  study  proponents  is  currently 
investigating  small  storage  sites  as  a  possible  solution  to  the  water 
problems  in  the  Fraser  River  Basin.   However,  any  reservoir  constructed, 
would  be  used  primarily  to  manage  or  regulate  river  flows  rather  than 
provide  additional  storage. 


1.3.8.   Change  Legal  and/or  Judicial  Framework.   It  was  suggested 
during  scoping  that  it  might  be  possible  to  implement  changes  to  existing 
legal  or  judicial  controls  as  an  alternative  to  reservoir  construction. 
Given  the  lengthy  and  complex  series  of  legal  actions  and  negotiations 
related  to  the  Windy  Gap  Project  that  form  the  basis  for  the  proposed 
action,  an  alternative  that  envisions  changes  to  the  existing  legal  and 
judicial  framework  would  be  speculative. 

It  must  be  recognized  that  the  Azure -Windy  Gap  Agreement  which 
provides  the  financial  basis  for  this  project  also  restricts  the  range  of 
options  for  which  these  funds  can  be  used.   These  restrictions  were 
considered  in  developing  the  alternative  screening  criteria  of  Section  1.3 
Simply  changing  the  legal  or  judicial  framework  of  existing  agreements 
would  not  provide  additional  water  for  future  demands  in  the  Denver 
metropolitan  area  or  for  future  West  slope  demands. 


1.3.9.   Denver-Public  Service  Company  (PSC)  Shoshone  Agreement.   In 
April  1985,  the  Denver  Board  of  Water  Commissioners  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado  concerning  the 
operation  of  the  Shoshone  Hydroelectric  Power  Plant.   The  Shoshone  Power 
Plant,  located  in  Glenwood  Canyon,  is  one  of  two  senior  water  rights  that 
effectively  control  the  administration  of  the  mainstem  of  the  Colorado 
River.   The  Shoshone  Power  Plant  has  a  1902  water  right  for  1,250  cfs  and  a 
more  junior  right  for  158  cfs. 

In  theory,  the  Denver-PSC  Agreement  might  be  considered  a  functional 
alternative  to  the  River  District-Denver  lease  because  use  of  the  Agreement 
would  reduce  the  winter  demands  on  replacement  releases  from  Williams  Fork 
Reservoir,  thus  increasing  the  supply  of  water  available  in  Williams  Fork 
Reservoir  for  use  to  make  up  the  Green  Mountain  fill  deficit.   Providing 
Denver  with  the  water  to  replace  the  Green  Mountain  fill  deficit  is  the 
primary  function  of  the  short-term  demand  on  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek 
reservoirs.   Use  of  the  Denver-PSC  Agreement  as  a  possible  alternative  to 
the  proposed  action  was  examined  in  detail  in  the  SDEIS. 
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Analysis  of  the  potential  quantity  of  water  available  under  the  terms 
of  Denver-PSC  Shoshone  Agreement  shows  that  between  1,000  and  6,000  acre- 
feet  might  be  provided  by  the  Agreement  during  representative  dry  years  If 
the  Agreement  were  administered  to  Insure  no  Injury  to  senior  water  rights. 
In  all  likelihood,  water  available  would  be  significantly  less  than 
projected  because  of  the  difficulty  In  recognizing  the  onset  of  a  dry 
period.   This  would  preclude  capture  of  significant  amounts  of  water  In 
November  and  December.   Since,  either  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  reservoir 
could  provide  up  to  30,000  acre -feet  In  a  given  year,  the  Agreement  would 
not  be  functionally  equivalent  to  either  proposed  reservoir  In  terms  of 
water  availability. 

In  addition,  the  Denver-PSC  Shoshone  Agreement  would  not  supply  any 
of  the  additional  short-term  or  long-term  East  Slope  or  West  Slope  water 
needs  such  as  making  up  Green  Mountain  water  operations  shortages  or  oil 
shale  demand.   Nor  would  the  Agreement  contribute  to  operational 
enhancement  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  water  storage  and  delivery  system. 
Thus,  the  Agreement  was  eliminated  from  further  consideration  as  an 
alternative  to  the  construction  of  a  reservoir  on  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy 
Creek. 


1.4  Alternatives  Analyzed  in  Detail. 


1.4.1.   No-Action  Alternative.    The  no -action  alternative  assumes 
that  a  permit  for  construction  of  a  dam  and  reservoir  would  not  be  Issued 
for  any  site  on  either  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek.   Management  of  the  use  of 
the  resources  of  the  region  would  be  based  on  plans ,  regulations ,  and 
policies  promulgated  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies.   Consequently, 
under  this  alternative  changes  to  the  existing  environment  of  the  region 
would  continue  as  in  the  recent  past.   A  no-action  condition  would 
terminate  the  involvement  of  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  in  this  application  for  a  Special  Use  Permit  or  Right  of  Way; 
but  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  and  other  West  Slope  and 
East  Slope  entities  could  not  terminate  efforts  to  find  a  means  of 
adequately  mitigating  the  potential  harm  to  present  and  prospective  water 
users  within  the  Colorado  River  basin  in  Colorado  as  a  result  of  the  Windy 
Gap  Project. 

Construction  of  the  Windy  Gap  Project  was  completed  in  June  1985  and 
the  project  is  now  in  operation.   Authorization  for  that  project  was 
contingent  upon  development  of  a  plan  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  to 
water  users  on  the  Colorado  West  Slope.   Development  of  that  mitigation 
plan  required  a  series  of  complex  legal  and  institutional  actions.   Under 
the  no-action  condition  the  River  District  would  be  required  to  initiate  a 
variety  of  legal  and  institutional  proceedings  related  to  the  adjudication 
and  negotiations  discussed  in  Sections  1.2.1  and  1.2.2.   These  proceedings 
would  Involve  additional  adjudication  under  the  Azure -Windy  Gap  Supplement 
Agreement  of  March  29,  1985.   Any  attempt  to  predict  the  outcome  of  these 
proceedings  and  assess  the  environmental  impacts  that  might  result  would, 
at  this  time,  be  purely  speculative. 
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It  is  apparent,  however,  from  a  review  of  alternatives  considered  but 
eliminated  from  further  consideration  (see  Section  1.3)  that  the  options 
available  to  provide  mitigation  for  the  Windy  Gap  Project  are  limited. 
Alternative  structural  and  non- structural  solutions  potentially  available 
to  the  River  District  cannot  meet  the  screening  criteria  of  project  water 
yield,  reasonable  project  cost,  and  project  location. 

Given  the  difficulty  of  developing  alternative  solutions  it  is  certain 
that  a  no-action  condition  would  defer  the  resolution  of  a  number  of 
significant  problems  for  both  West  Slope  and  Metro  Denver  water  users. 
Over  the  short  term,  the  Denver  Water  Board's  ability  to  meet  a  Green 
Mountain  fill  deficit  or  to  use  a  Williams  Fork  to  Dillon  exchange  could  be 
limited.   If  a  no-action  condition  were  to  continue  indefinitely,  municipal 
and  industrial  use  of  water  could  be  impacted.   Site-specific  and 
cumulative  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  two  dam  and  reservoir 
alternatives  as  discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  section  would  not  occur. 


1.4.2.   Rock  Creek  Reservoir 


1.4.2.1.   Dam  and  Reservoir.   The  Rock  Creek  Reservoir  site  is  located 
on  Rock  Creek,  a  tributary  to  the  Colorado  River,  in  Routt  County  and 
within  the  Yampa  Ranger  District  of  the  Routt  National  Forest.   The  area  is 
in  a  canyon  section  of  the  Rock  Creek  Valley,  on  the  western  flank  of  the 
Gore  Range,  about  7  miles  west  of  Gore  Pass  and  12  miles  west  of  the  town 
of  Kremmling,  Colorado.   The  potential  dam  site  is  approximately  12  miles 
upstream  from  the  confluence  with  the  Colorado  River.   The  preferred  site, 
Dam  Site  B  (see  Fig.  1.2)  lies  at  the  point  where  Rock  Creek  changes  from 
a  meandering  stream  channel  to  a  steep  canyon.   The  proposed  dam  would  be 
constructed  of  roller-compacted  concrete  (RCC) . 

The  Rock  Creek  Dam  would  be  172  feet  high  from  the  streambed  to  a 
crest  elevation  of  8690  feet.   Crest  length  would  be  710  feet,  and  crest 
width  would  be  16  feet.   The  freeboard  (height  above  normal  high  water 
elevation)  would  be  9  feet.   The  dam  would  contain  a  gross  volume  of  about 
180,000  cubic  yards  of  concrete.   Material  for  the  dam  would  be  obtained 
from  the  reservoir  basin  upstream  of  the  dam  and  would  have  haul  distances 
of  1  to  2  miles. 

At  the  normal  high  water  elevation  (elev.  8681),  the  dam  would  impound 
50,700  acre-feet  of  water,  forming  a  reservoir  of  1,070  acres  and  extending 
upstream  about  3  miles  from  the  dam.   The  total  storage  would  include 
approximately  500  acre-feet  reserved  for  silt  accumulation,  an  amount 
estimated  to  be  adequate  for  50  years  of  storage.   A  4,000  acre-foot 
conservation  pool  is  also  a  feature  of  the  reservoir. 

The  dam  would  include  a  spillway  designed  to  pass  a  probable  maximum 
flood  (PMF)  after  routing  through  the  reservoir.   Routing  the  PMF  through 
the  reservoir  would  create  an  8.8-foot  rise  in  reservoir  surface  level  and 
produce  a  maximum  outflow  of  10,200  cfs. 
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Figure     1.2     -  Proposed  Rock  Creek  Reservoir  and  Associated  Components. 


During  construction,  diversion  of  the  stream  would  be  through  a 
conduit  located  on  the  right  side  of  the  streambed  (looking  downstream) 
extending  between  upstream  and  downstream  cofferdams.   A  temporary  bypass 
pipe  would  be  provided  through  the  dam  to  pass  required  minimum  flows  in 
the  interim  period  between  plugging  of  the  diversion  channel  and  reservoir 
filling  to  the  sill  of  the  intake  structure.   Seepage  inflow  into  the 
foundation  area  will  be  pumped  into  an  upstream  settling  pond  and  returned 
to  the  stream. 

In  the  Rock  Creek  valley  area,  approximately  1  to  2  miles  upstream, 
excavated  areas  would  be  opened  for  obtaining  the  aggregates  to  be  used  in 
the  dam.   A  new  flow  channel  would  be  constructed  along  the  east  side  of 
the  valley  and  Rock  Creek  would  be  diverted  into  it.   The  area  on  the 
valley  floor  to  the  west  would  be  cleared  of  vegetation  on  the  surface  and 
then  excavated  and  removed  from  the  valley  floor  to  be  processed  into  the 
appropriate  gradation  for  use  in  roller-compacted  concrete. 

In  certain  areas  the  excavation  would  be  under  water  and  ponds  will 
form.   In  other  areas  there  may  be  dewatering  by  pumps  into  settling  ponds 
where  the  water  would  return  to  the  natural  stream  channel  at  locations 
upstream  of  the  dam.   Permit  restrictions  would  be  met  regarding  discharge 
of  sediment  laden  materials  into  the  natural  water  course.   Dikes  would  be 
placed  along  the  diverted  channel  and  ponds  to  prevent  overtopping  during 
high  streamflow  periods. 

The  outlet  works  would  consist  of  a  pipe  riser  intake  attached  to  the 
upstream  face  of  the  dam  connecting  to  the  conduit  passing  under  the  dam 
and  a  valve  structure  at  the  downstream  toe  of  the  dam.   A  60 -inch  valve 
would  have  a  capacity  of  300  cfs  at  minimum  reservoir  pool,  while  a  12 -inch 
valve  would  regulate  flows  in  the  0  to  30  cfs  range,  providing  flow  control 
during  winter  minimum  flow  periods. 


1.4.2.2.   Access  Roads.  Relocations,  and  Recreation  Facilities .   The 
proposed  50,700  acre-foot  reservoir  would  inundate  a  2-mile  section  of  a 
138  kv  transmission  line,  a  Forest  Service  access  road,  a  1/2-mile  portion 
of  State  Highway  13A,  a  small  Forest  Service  campground,  and  a  building 
that  was  formerly  used  as  a  stagecoach  stop  and  has  since  been  placed  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (Fig.  1.2). 

The  138  kv  transmission  line  is  owned  and  operated  by  the  Western  Area 
Power  Administration.   The  proposed  relocation  alignment  was  selected  as 
the  route  which  provides  the  least  visibility  from  State  Highway  134  and  is 
shown  in  Fig.  1.2. 

An  existing  Routt  National  Forest  access  road  presently  exists  at 
State  Highway  134  near  the  northernmost  tip  of  the  proposed  reservoir, 
parallels  Rock  Creek  for  about  1.5  miles  before  reaching  a  primitive  camp- 
ground, and  then  rises  out  of  the  valley  into  the  Long  Park  area.   The 
proposed  road  would  serve  as  both  Forest  Service  access  and  dam  access  and 
is  shown  in  Fig.  1.2.   The  initial  2.8  miles  would  be  a  20 -foot  wide 
gravel  surfaced  road,  built  up  over  the  existing  ground  level,  and  provided 
with  surface  and  cross  drainage  facilities.   This  road  would  not  be  kept 
open  during  the  winter.   The  last  mile  of  the  road  would  consist  of  a 
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single  lane  10 -foot -wide  gravel  road,  which  would  be  closed  to  the  general 
public.   Use  of  this  road  by  the  River  District  would  be  authorized  through 
the  Forest  Service  permitting  system.   The  road  would  provide  access  to  the 
west  side  and  to  the  bottom  of  the  dam,  but  not  to  the  east  side. 

At  the  upstream  end  of  the  reservoir,  a  0.5-mile  section  of  State 
Highway  134  would  be  inundated  by  about  10  feet  of  water.   As  shown  in  Fig. 
1.2,  this  section  would  be  realigned  by  moving  slightly  uphill,  and  a 
widened  section  would  be  added  as  an  observation  turnout.   The  widened 
section  would  allow  State  vehicles  easy  access  and  facilitate  snowplowing. 
The  area  would  be  designed  to  accommodate  approximately  15  vehicles. 

The  historic  stage  stop  (Fig.  1.2)  is  41  feet  below  the  normal  high 
water  elevation  of  8681  feet.   It  is  proposed  that  this  building  be  moved 
from  its  present  location,  probably  to  higher  ground  near  its  present 
location  just  above  the  high  water  line  of  the  reservoir.   An  alternative 
would  be  to  catalog  the  Stage  Stop  site  and  then  allow  it  to  be 
inundated.   Since  Forest  Road  206  would  provide  the  only  public  access  to 
the  east  side  of  the  reservoir,  fisherman  use  and  hiking  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Stage  Stop  is  anticipated.   A  parking  area  for  approximately  12 
vehicles  and  a  vault  toilet  would  be  provided. 

An  existing  camp  site  is  a  primitive  facility  consisting  of  a  pit 
toilet.   A  campground  and  picnic  ground  would  be  constructed  at  the  area 
shown  on  Fig.  1,2.   Initially,  this  campground  would  provide  the 
equivalent  of  50  camp  units.   The  picnic  ground  would  have  a  double  lane 
boat  launch  ramp  with  parking  for  approximately  30  car  and  boat  trailer 
combinations,  a  vault  toilet,  and  20  picnic  units.   Associated  with  the 
campground,  a  trail  system  would  be  constructed  to  connect  campground 
loops,  the  picnic  area,  and  heavily  used  adjacent  shoreline. 


1.4.2.3.   Operating  Facilities  and  Project  Administration .   The 
operation,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  the  dam,  outlet  works,  spillway,  and 
other  appurtenances  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  River  District.   The 
U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Routt  National  Forest  would  operate  the  campground 
facilities. 


1.4.2.4.   Non-Federal  Land  Acquisition.   With  the  exception  of 
approximately  100  acres  of  private  land  at  the  upper  end  of  the  proposed 
Rock  Creek  Reservoir  and  approximately  200  acres  of  State  land  along  Rock 
Creek,  all  of  the  reservoir  basin  lies  on  National  Forest  System  lands. 
The  private  land  would  be  purchased  by  the  River  District.   The  Forest 
Service  would  require  the  River  District  to  deed  this  land  to  the  United 
States.   The  200  acres  of  State  land  along  Rock  Creek  in  the  basin  would  be 
acquired  by  the  River  District. 


1.4.3.   Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 

1.4.3.1.   Dam  and  Reservoir.   The  potential  site  investigated  for  a 
reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  lies  in  a  canyon  section  of  the  Muddy  Creek  Valley 
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on  the  western  flank  of  Wolford  Mountain.   The  site  is  about  4  miles  north 
of  the  town  of  Kremmling,  Colorado  (Fig.  1.3).   Muddy  Creek  enters  the 
Colorado  River  at  Kremmling,  just  below  the  confluence  with  the  Blue  River 
and  upstream  of  Gore  Canyon. 

The  proposed  dam  would  be  an  earth  embankment  dam,  rising  120  feet  from 
the  streambed  to  the  crest  at  an  elevation  of  7500  feet.    Crest  length 
would  be  about  1900  feet,  including  the  service  spillway,  and  the  crest 
width  would  be  25  feet.   The  normal  operating  level  would  be  at  7485  feet, 
providing  a  freeboard  of  15  feet.   The  dam  would  contain  a  total  of 
approximately  997,200  cubic  yards  of  fill  material.   The  majority  of  this 
material  would  be  obtained  from  borrow  areas  immediately  upstream  and 
downstream  of  the  damsite,  resulting  in  haul  distances  of  less  than  1  mile. 
Approximately  42,800  cubic  yards  of  riprap  would  have  to  be  hauled  40  miles 
from  a  quarry  to  the  east,  and  a  supplier  in  Kremmling  may  supply  up  to 
76,700  cubic  yards  of  material,  for  filters,  drains  and  concrete  aggregate. 

At  the  normal  water  surface  elevation  of  7485  feet,  the  dam  would 
impound  60,000  acre -feet  of  water,  forming  a  reservoir  of  1,447  acres,  and 
extending  about  5.5  miles  upstream  of  the  d£im.   The  total  volume  includes 
approximately  6,000  acre -feet  reserved  to  contain  50  years  of  silt 
accumulation  from  the  Muddy  Creek  basin.   A  4,000  acre -foot  conservation 
pool  is  also  a  feature  of  the  reservoir. 

The  dam  would  include  a  spillway  designed  to  pass  a  probable  maximum 
flood  (PMF)  after  routing  through  the  reservoir.   Routing  the  PMF  through 
the  reservoir  would  create  a  14  foot  rise  in  reservoir  surface  level  and 
produce  a  maximum  outflow  of  27,665  cfs. 

During  construction,  diversion  of  the  stream  would  be  through  a  con- 
duit located  on  the  right  side  of  the  streambed  extending  between  upstream 
and  downstream  cofferdams.   The  diversion  would  be  sized  to  accommodate  the 
10-year  spring  runoff  discharge  of  about  1,500  cfs.   After  diversion,  the 
conduit  would  be  permanently  plugged  upstream  of  the  outlet  works  intake. 
A  temporary  bypass  would  be  provided  to  pass  required  minimum  flows  in  the 
interim  period  between  plugging  of  the  diversion  channel  and  reservoir 
filling  to  the  sill  of  the  intake  structure. 

The  conduit  and  earth  cofferdams  would  be  utilized  for  the  primary 
streamflow  diversion  around  the  Muddy  Creek  site.   Pumped  water  from  the 
excavated  foundation  area  is  expected  to  be  less  turbid  than  the  streamflow 
and  will  be  pumped  downstream  back  into  Muddy  Creek. 

Materials  excavated  to  be  used  in  the  dam  embankment  would  come  from 
areas  on  both  abutments  which  are  above  the  ground-water  line.   There 
should  be  no  problem  in  controlling  possible  rainfall -induced  runoff  during 
construction. 

The  core  material  is  expected  to  be  obtained  from  the  reservoir  area 
within  1  mile  of  the  dam  axis  at  the  west  side  of  the  valley  floor.   This 
material  source  is  some  distance  from  the  main  channel  and  borrow  areas 
will  be  isolated  from  the  streambed  and  will  not  contribute  to  runoff  into 
Muddy  Creek  during  construction. 
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The  outlet  works  would  consist  of  an  intake  tower  in  the  right  side  of 
the  reservoir  upstream  of  the  dam  connecting  to  the  conduit  passing  under 
the  dam  and  an  outlet  structure  at  the  downstream  toe  of  the  dam.   The 
outlet  works  would  provide  a  discharge  of  400  cfs  at  minimum  reservoir 
pool.   The  intake  tower  would  contain  four  slide  gates  located  at  various 
elevations  for  selective  withdrawal  from  the  reservoir. 


1.4.3.2.  Access  Roads.  Relocations,  and  Recreation  Facilities.   The 
proposed  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  would  inundate  approximately  3500  feet  of 
U.S.  Highway  40,  and  two  towers  of  a  230-kV  transmission  line.   The  highway 
section  would  be  about  16  feet  under  water  at  the  Red  Dirt  Creek  crossing 
and  would  be  elevated  by  an  embankment  to  specifications  of  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Highways.   The  two  transmission  towers  would  be  relocated  just 
downstream  of  the  dam.   Primary  access  to  the  dam  would  consist  of  a  turn- 
off  from  U.S.  Highway  40  approximately  3  miles  north  of  the  town  of 
Kremmling.   This  primary  access  road  would  lead  to  the  dam  crest  at  the 
right  abutment.   A  secondary  access  road  would  be  planned  (Fig.  1.3)  as  a 
continuation  of  the  transmission  line  road  on  the  eastern  side  of  the 
reservoir.   There  would  also  be  a  secondary  access  roads  from  the  west  side 
to  the  outlet  works  at  the  toe  of  the  dam. 

A  campground  and  picnic  ground  would  be  constructed  at  the  area  shown 
on  Figure  1.3.   The  campground  would  provide  the  equivalent  of  50  camp 
units  with  a  25  site  loop  and  enlarged  parking  lot  for  an  additional  25 
camping  spaces.   Campsites  would  include  shade  shelters.  The  picnic  ground 
would  have  30-50  picnic  sites  and  a  double  lane  boat  launch  ramp.   Wells, 
vault  toilets  and  a  dump  station  would  be  provided.   Access  to  the 
campground/picnic  ground  would  be  from  Highway  40.   A  second  access  from 
Highway  40  would  also  be  provided  to  the  area  below  the  dam  for  parking, 
some  picnicking,  and  fisherman  day  use. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  campground  and  picnic  ground  would  be 
managed  by  the  State  of  Colorado,  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation. 
Access  would  be  controlled  and  a  use  fee  would  be  charged.   Fencing  would 
be  provided  as  required  to  restrict  vehicular  access  to  the  east  and  west 
shores  of  the  proposed  reservoir.   Figure  1.3  shows  proposed  access 
roads,  general  location  of  recreational  facilities,  and  the  reservoir 
perimeter  at  various  reservoir  pool  levels. 

1.4.3.3.  Operating  Facilities  and  Project  Administration.   The 
operation,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  the  dam,  outlet  works,  spillway,  and 
other  appurtenances  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  River  District. 

1.4.3.4.  Muddy  Creek  Construction  Planning  and  Schedule.    Impervious 
materials  for  the  core  would  be  borrowed  from  areas  upstream  from  the  dam 
on  the  right  bank,  within  a  half-mile  haul.   Allowing  for  stripping  of 
organic  material  and  shrinkage  of  the  impervious  core  materials, 
approximately  222,000  cu  yd  would  be  handled  to  produce  177,800  cu  yd  of 
in-place  core.   About  714,400  cu  yd  of  material  for  the  upstream  and 
downstream  shells  would  be  borrowed  from  the  right  bank  immediately 
upstream  and  downstream  from  the  damsite.   It  is  possible  that  materials 
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from  the  dam  foundation  excavation  and  spillway  chute  would  all  produce 
satisfactory  shell  material. 

The  remaining  portions  of  the  dam  embankment  consist  of  the  chimney 
filter,  32,200  cu  yd;  blanket  drain,  32,000  cu  yd;  and  riprap,  42,800  cu 
yd.   The  filter  materials  might  possibly  be  procured  from  the  borrow  areas 
for  shell  material  with  screening  and  processing  necessary  to  meet  the 
specification.   Concrete  and  filter  material  could  be  produced  onsite  or 
procured  locally  from  a  commercial  source.   There  is  no  known  source  of 
riprap  available  within  the  Kremmling  area.   At  present  construction 
planning  contemplates  a  quarry  source  to  the  east,  within  a  40 -mile  haul 
limit.   Roller  compacted  concrete  utilizing  locally  available  material 
might  also  be  an  option  for  slope  protection  during  final  design. 

Dam  foundation  excavation  would  be  waste  stockpiled  upstream  from  the 
dam  site,  probably  within  a  half-mile  haul.   This  material,  if  satisfactory 
for  the  shell  zones,  would  be  hauled  back  to  the  dam  in  lieu  of  the  down- 
stream borrow. 

The  total  excavation  is  approximately  347,000  cu  yd  for  the  dam 
foundation,  outlet  works  and  spillway  structure.   Borrow  material  for  the 
embankment  would  total  another  842,200  cu  yd  excluding  the  filter  zones, 
blanket  drain  and  riprap.   The  total  common  excavation,  therefore, 
including  the  shale  for  the  cutoff  trench  would  be  approximately  1,239,200 
cu  yd.   Specialized  equipment  would  not  be  required  for  the  earthwork 
phases  of  construction. 

The  dam  could  be  constructed  in  one  working  season  if  the  weather  were 
favorable,  a  notice  to  proceed  were  issued  in  early  March,  and  stream 
diversion  flow  were  to  fall  within  a  10-year  flood  forecast.   Total 
concrete  required  for  the  structures  would  be  about  14,500  cu  yd,  which,  if 
performed  in  one  season,  would  require  peak  placements  of  800  cu  yd  per 
week.   Planning  for  a  two -season  cycle  is  a  more  conservative  approach. 


1.4.3.5.   Private  Land  Acquisition.   Muddy  Creek  site  C  lies  on  public 
land  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  land,  but  much  of  the 
reservoir  basin  is  in  the  private  ownership  of  three  ranches.   The  private 
lands  in  and  surrounding  the  reservoir  basin  consist  of  about  2-1/2  sections 
or  1,600  acres.   Although  not  all  of  these  lands  would  be  inundated  by  the 
proposed  project,  it  is  anticipated  that  they  would  all  be  acquired  by  the 
River  District  to  ensure  equitable  treatment  of  the  landowners.   Otherwise, 
there  would  be  small,  isolated  parcels  of  private  land,  an  undesirable 
situation  for  both  the  landowner  and  the  reservoir  operator. 


1.4.3.6.   Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Operations  Summary.   Under  Colorado's 
system  of  water  law,  those  water  users  with  the  most  senior  priority  dates 
get  the  first  call  on  available  water.   For  this  reach  of  the  Colorado 
River,  the  senior  water  rights  at  Cameo  (collectively  about  2200  cfs  with 
pre- 1920  priority  date)  or  Shoshone  Power  Plant  (about  1250  cfs  with  a 
priority  date  of  1902)  control  the  administration  of  the  river.   Diversions 
junior  to  the  Shoshone  and  Cameo  rights  need  to  provide  augmentation  water 
for  periods  when  their  junior  right  is  "out  of  priority."   Thus,  Muddy 
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Creek  would  be  primarily  a  source  of  augmentation  water.   When  releases  are 
made  from  the  proposed  reservoir  as  substitution  for  water  stored  in  Green 
Mountain  reservoir,  those  releases  would  be  controlled  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  as  though  the  water  were  stored  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir. 

Both  a  Metro  Denver  Lease  and  West  Slope  Scenario  were  analyzed  in  the 
DEIS  for  Rock  Creek  Reservoir  and  a  comparably  sized  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir. 
For  the  SDEIS,  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  was  optimized  at  60,000  acre -feet  and 
both  demand  scenarios  were  modified.   Discussion  between  the  River  District 
and  the  Denver  Water  Department  concerning  implementation  of  the  Lease  led 
to  several  modifications  to  the  Denver  Metro  Lease  scenario,  primarily  to 
avoid  potential  impacts  to  flows  on  the  mainstem  Colorado  River  between 
Williams  Fork  and  the  Blue  River.   Discussion  with  the  Department  of 
Interior  following  publication  of  the  DEIS  resulted  in  development  of  a 
modified  post  25-year  lease  or  West  Slope  water  demand  related,  primarily, 
to  projected  oil  shale  demand.   Finally,  discussion  with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  regarding  the  Biological  Opinion  and  potential  impacts  on 
rare  Colorado  River  fishes  resulted  in  further  modifications  to  the  Metro 
Denver  Lease  scenario,  as  described  below. 


1.4.3.7.   Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand.   Although  intended  to  serve  West 
Slope  interests,  water  from  a  reservoir  at  Muddy  Creek  would  be  marketed  to 
the  Denver  Water  Board  (Metro  Denver  Lease)  in  the  short  term  (25  years) . 
This  short- terra  operational  scenario  was  formalized  under  the  December  1986 
Denver  Water  Board  -  River  District  Agreement.   Under  this  scenario,  Muddy 
Creek  Reservoir  would  be  operated  to  fulfill  three  primary  demands: 

1.  Supply  one -half  of  the  Green  Mountain  natural  fill  deficit  during  dry 
years  (approximately  5  out  of  30  years  under  present  development 
conditions  and  as  often  as  12  years  out  of  30  with  full  development  of 
East  Slope  storage)  when  Williams  Fork  Reservoir  exceeds  65,000  acre- 
feet.   This  demand  would  come  primarily  in  August  and  September, 
after  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  determined  that  Green  Mountain 
will  not  achieve  its  legal  fill  from  the  intervening  inflow 

between  Dillon  and  Green  Mountain.   This  release  would  offset 
releases  from  Dillon  Reservoir.   The  other  50  percent  of  the  fill 
deficit  would  be  supplied  by  Williams  Fork  Reservoir,  as  was  done 
in  1977.   When  Williams  Fork  Reservoir  is  below  65,000  acre-feet, 
the  entire  Green  Mountain  fill  deficit  would  be  supplied  (up  to 
the  terms  of  the  lease) .   Under  the  terms  of  the  River  District- 
Denver  Water  Board  lease,  this  demand  could  not  exceed  30,000 
acre -feet  in  any  given  year,  or  45,000  acre -feet  any  3  years. 

2.  Provide  for  2,000  acre -feet  of  water  supply  for  Middle  Park  Water 
Conservancy  District,  as  required  by  the  Intergovernmental  Agreement. 

3.  Provide  for  augmentation  releases  to  bring  the  July  and  August  flows 
out  of  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  up  to  100  cfs  enhancing  flows  in  Muddy 
Creek  and  the  Colorado  River  downstream.   The  availability  of  these 
releases  would  be  dependent  upon  storage  in  the  reservoir,  but  they 
could  be  used  for  a  variety  of  enhancement  purposes  if  such 
enhancement  proves  to  be  significant  (e.g.  endangered  fishes, 
recreation,  aquatic  habitat). 
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There  are  presently  no  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board  instream  flow 
requirements  on  Muddy  Creek;  however,  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  operational 
analysis  has  assumed  a  13  cfs  minimum  flow  below  the  proposed  dam. 

In  January  1988,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Governors  of 
Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Utah,  and  the  Administrator  of  the  Western  Area 
Power  Administration  entered  into  a  Cooperative  Agreement  to  implement  the 
Recovery  Implementation  Program  for  Endangered  Fish  Species  in  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  (Recovery  Program) .   A  principal  element  of  the 
Recovery  Program  is  a  process  for  conducting  Section  7  consultation  on  the 
impacts  of  water  depletions  to  the  rare  Colorado  River  fishes  and  for 
acquiring  water  and/or  water  rights  to  provide  instream  flows  for  the  rare 
Colorado  River  fishes.   Under  the  Recovery  Program,  the  depletion  impacts 
of  water  development  projects  are  offset  by:   (a)  recovery  activities 
partially  funded  by  water  project  proponents'  one-time  contribution  to  the 
Recovery  Program  in  the  amount  of  $10  per  acre -foot  of  the  project's 
average  annual  depletion;  and  (b)  legal  protection  of  instream  flows 
according  to  State  law.   The  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  has 
decided  that  it  must  determine  that  progress  towards  legal  protection  of 
instream  flows  is  sufficient  to  offset  impacts  of  large  depletion  projects 
before  it  will  issue  a  favorable  biological  opinion.   (See  Chapter  4.0  for 
a  siimmary  of  the  USFWS  Biological  Opinion  on  the  Muddy  Creek  project). 

During  Section  7  consultation  between  the  USFWS  and  BLM  a  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  (MOU)  was  negotiated  between  the  USFWS  and  River  District 
in  relation  to  item  (b) ,  above.   The  purpose  of  the  MOU  is  to  provide  flows 
from  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  to  the  15 -mile  reach  of  the  Colorado  River  for 
the  rare  Colorado  River  fishes  pursuant  to  the  Recovery  Program  to  offset 
the  depletion  impacts  of  the  Muddy  Creek  project  and  to  meet  the 
"sufficient  progress"  determination  as  identified  in  the  Biological  Opinion 
for  the  Muddy  Creek  project.   (See  Chapter  4.0  for  a  summary  of  the  MOU). 

Under  the  MOU,  the  River  District  has  agreed  to  release  3,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  from  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  approximately  3  out  of  5  years  (as 
a  long-term  average)  for  delivery  to  the  15 -mile  reach  during  July  15  to 
October  15.   This  water  is  being  provided  by  the  River  District  to  augment 
flows  in  the  15 -mile  reach  on  an  interim  basis  (i.e.  until  such  time  as  the 
Recovery  Program  has  acquired  and  protected  an  equivalent  amount  of  water) . 

As  described  in  the  SDEIS  (Chapter  4.0),  a  reservoir  operational  model 
was  developed  for  the  Muddy  Creek  project.   The  MOU  to  provide  releases  to 
augment  flows  in  the  15 -mile  reach  precludes  releases  for  any  other 
augmentation  purposes  described  under  item  3  above,  while  the  MOU  is  in 
effect.   Hydrologic  data  for  Muddy  Creek  reservoir  operations  under  a  Metro 
Denver  Lease  demand,  including  the  requirements  of  the  MOU,  are  presented 
in  Appendix  A  for  reservoir  operations  and  for  flows  on  the  Blue  River 
(below  Green  Mountain)  and  Colorado  River  (Kremmling  and  Dotsero)  for  the 
period  of  record  analyzed  in  the  SDEIS  (1962-1982).   For  a  complete  update 
of  reservoir  operational  hydrology  see  also  Supplementary  Hydrology 
Technical  Report  for  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  (RCI,  1989). 

The  operational  model  also  provided  information  on  conditions  in  the 
reservoir,  primarily  end-of -month  storage  and  pool  elevation.   Fig.  1.4 
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summarizes,  on  a  monthly  basis,  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  storage  and  Fig.  1.5 
presents  reservoir  pool  elevations  for  the  Metro  Denver  Lease  with  releases 
as  required  by  the  MOU,   Even  during  a  drought  period  such  as  1977-1978, 
reservoir  operations  would  not  eliminate  the  conservation  pool. 

1.4.3.8.   West  Slope  Demand.   The  River  District-Denver  Water  Board 
Lease  has  a  term  of  25  years.   After  the  lease  expires,  the  yield  of  Muddy 
Creek  Reservoir  could  be  used  to  meet  West  Slope  water  needs,  could 
continue  to  be  leased  to  Denver,  or  could  be  used  for  a  combination  of 
these  needs.   A  scenario  consisting  primarily  of  oil  shale  demand  provides 
the  most  reasonable  projection  of  West  Slope  needs  25  years  in  the  future. 
Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  would  be  operated  to  fulfill  three  primary  demands 
under  a  West  Slope  scenario. 

1.  Supply  industrial  oil  shale  demand  downstream  on  the  Colorado  River. 
For  operational  analysis  this  demand  was  assumed  to  be  a  uniform  930 
acre-feet  per  month  demand  over  10  months  of  the  year  (July-April). 
May  and  June  are  excepted  since  natural  flows  in  these  months  would 
normally  support  the  demand. 

2.  Provide  for  2,000  acre -feet  of  water  supply  for  Middle  Park  Water 
Conservancy  District,  as  required  by  the  Intergovernmental  Agreement. 

3.  Provide  for  augmentation  releases  to  bring  the  July  and  August  flows 
out  of  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  up  to  150  cfs  enhancing  flows  in  Muddy 
Creek  and  the  Colorado  River  downstream.   The  availability  of  these 
releases  would  be  dependent  upon  storage  in  the  reseirvoir,  but  they 
could  be  used  for  a  variety  of  enhancement  purposes  if  such 
enhancement  promises  to  be  significant  (e.g.  recreation,  aquatic 
habitat) . 

As  with  the  Metro  Denver  Lease  scenario,  a  13  cfs  instream  flow 
requirement  on  Muddy  Creek  below  the  dam  was  assumed. 

Figure  1.6  summarizes,  on  a  monthly  basis.  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 
storage  and  Fig.  1.7  presents  reservoir  pool  elevations  for  the  West 
Slope  demand.   Even  during  a  drought  period  such  as  1977-1978,  reservoir 
operations  would  not  eliminate  the  conservation  pool. 


1.4.4.   Comparison  of  Alternatives.   The  physical  features  and 
estimated  costs  of  the  two  primary  action  alternatives,  Rock  Creek  Site  B 
and  Muddy  Creek  Site  C,  are  compared  in  Tables  1.1  and  1.2,  respectively. 
The  Rock  Creek  dam  is  proposed  as  a  roller  compacted  concrete  structure 
(see  Section  2.4)  and  the  Muddy  Creek  dam  is  an  earth  embankment  dam  (see 
Section  2.5).   The  cost  per  acre- foot  value  in  Table  1.2  has  been 
annualized  assuming  the  estimated  annual  yield  for  25  years  at  10  percent 
interest. 
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Table  1.1 
Comparison  of  Physical  Features 
Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  Alternatives 


Project  features 


Unit 


Rock  Creek 


Muddy  Creek 


Reservoir 

Capacity 

ac-ft 

50,700 

Conservation  storage 

ac-ft 

4.000 

Sediment  storage 

ac-ft 

500 

Yield 

ac - f t/yr 

17,000 

Surface  area 

acres 

1,070 

Length 

miles 

3 

60,000 
4,000 
6,000 

23,000 

1,447 

5 


Dam 


Type 

- 

Roller  compacted 
concrete 

Zoned  earth  fill 

Crest  elevation 

feet 

8,690 

7,500 

Height 

feet 

172 

120 

Volume 

1000  yd^ 

180 

997 

Crest  length 

feet 

707 

1,900 

Crest  width 

feet 

16 

25 

Outlet  type 

- 

Single 

Multiple 

Discharge  at 

min. 

cfs 

300 

400 

reservoir 
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Table  1.2 
Comparison  of  Costs 
Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek  Alternatives 


Item  Rock  Creek  Muddy  Creek 


Engineering  and  Permitting 

Design,  permit  and  management        $2,773,000  $3,700,000 

Mitigation  and  Land  Acquisition       1,955,000  2,881,000 


Subtotal  4,728.000  6,581,000 

Site  Cost 

Highway  relocation  450,000  2,313,500 

Other  (Powerline  and  historic  642,000  1,000,000 

site  relocation,  campground)         


Subtotal  1,092,000  3,313,500 
Dam  Construction 

Dam  and  facilities  10,564,000  13,438,000 

Contingency  1,748,000  2,512,700 


TOTAL  PROJECT  COST  $18,132,000  $25,845,200 

COST  PER  ACRE -FOOT/YEAR  (annualized)     $       122  $       129 

Annual  Operation  $    100,000  $    100,000 
and  Maintenance 


1 . 5   Impacts  and  Mitigation  Summary 

The  potential  positive  and  negative  impacts  of  the  Rock  Creek  and 
Muddy  Creek  alternatives  are  summarized  in  Table  1.3  in  relation  to  the 
major  engineering  and  environmental  disciplines  analyzed.   The  disclosure 
of  impacts  is  based  on  Chapter  4.0  SDEIS,  as  amended.   Proposed  mitigation 
measures  for  potential  impacts  and  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  also 
summarized  in  the  table.   The  mitigation  measures  are  based  on  Chapter  5.0 
SDEIS,  as  amended.   Since  there  are  no  impacts  in  the  areas  of  geology 
and  ground  water,  these  disciplines  do  not  appear  in  the  table. 
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Table  1.3 
Rocic  Creek/Uoaized  Muddy  Creeic  Alternattvea 
Sumiary  of  Potenttat  Positive  and  Ne<aat<v«  Environmental 
Impacts.  Mitigation  Measures,  and  Unavoidable  Adverse  ttnpacts 
for  Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand  1/ 


Reservoir  Site 


Soils 


Surface  Water 


Water  Quality 


Rock  Creek 


1.  3.5  mi.  or  18X  shoreline    1.  Channel  stability  concern*     None 
unsuitable  for  recreation. 

2.  Risk  of  daai  failure  to  McCoy. 

2.  Increased  erosion  In  areas 
where  construction  Involves 
disturbance  of  soil  (eft 

In  place. 


-   Muddy  Creek 
S   Site  C 

s 


1.  Loss  of  S22  ac.  of  farmland. 1. 

2.  H  mi.  or  49X  of  shoreline  2. 
not  suited  for  recreation. 

3.  Increased  erosion  In  areas 
where  construction  Involves 
disturbances  of  soil  left 
In  place. 


Possible  beneficial 
change  In  channel  shape. 
Risk  of  dam  failure  to 
Krennllng. 


Potential  eutrophlcatlon 
and  turbidity  in 
reservoir. 

Small  amount  of  salt 
loading  from  reservoir 
basin. 

Small  potential  for 
seleniun  concentrations 
In  fish. 


Rock  Creek        1.  No  practical  mitiqation.    1. 

Z.     Implement  site-specific 
plan  for  runoff,  erosion, 
and  sedimentation  control.  2. 
Implement  revegetation 
plan. 


Channel  maintenance  flow 
used  In  reservoir 
release  schedule. 

Inspection,  monitoring, 
and  emergency  plan 
required  by   State  Engr. 


Hone 


3 

3  

-   Muddy  Creek 


1.  Purchase  of  affected  farm- 
lands would  mitigate  econ. 
losses,  but  farmlands 
could  not  be  replaced. 

2.  No  practical  mitigation. 

3.  Implement  site-specific 
plan  for  runoff,  erosion, 
and  sedimentation  control. 
Implement  reveg.  plan. 


1.  No  mitigation  required. 

2.  Inspection,  monitoring, 
and  emergency  plan 
required  by  State  Engr. 


1.  Monitoring  and  modeling 
during  design  and  early 
years  of  operation. 

2.  None  needed. 

3.  Monitor  fish  for  seleniun 
levels. 


S  3  I 

_   ea  _ 
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Rock  Creek 


None 


Nona 


Nona 


Muddy  Creek 


Loss  of  farmlands  of  State  Nona 
or  local  importance. 


Potential  problems  witn 
chemical  and  physical 
Integrity  of  reservoir. 


1/  In  general,  West  Stop*  Scenario  inpacts  would  be  (eaa  than  Metro-Oenver  Leas*  Scenario  impacts. 
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T«bl«  1.3  (continued) 
Bocic  CrcekAJpsized  Muddy  Crgck  Atternativea 
Surniary  of  Potential  Positive  and  Megative  Enviror»nentat 
Impacts.  Mitigation  Heasurea.  and  Unavoidable  Adverse  Impacta 
for  Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand  \J 


Reservoir  Site 


A  i  r  Oua I i  ty 


Vegetation 


Land  Ust  Plans 


Rock  Creek       1.  Short-term  Impacts 
during  construction. 


1.  4M  ac.  of  high  quality 
wetland  habitat  lost. 


Inundation  of  805  ac.  USFS 
land,  191  ac.  COOU  land, 
and  74  ac.  private  land. 


2.  Anendiwnt  to  Forest  Plan, 
required. 


::   Muddy  Creek 
2    Site  C 

s 


1.  Potential  for  increased 
fogs. 


1.  Loss  of  892  ac.  of  wetland 
habitat  of  which  about  283 
acres  were  determined  to  be 
jurisdictional. 


Inundation  of  401  ac.  8LM 
land  and  1046  ac.  private 
land. 


2.  Short-term  impacts 
during  construction. 


2.   Impact  to  Federal 

listed  endangered  plant. 


2.  Amendnent  to  Resource 
Management  Plan  required. 


Rock  Creek 


1.  Use  of  mufflers,  filters    1.  Replacement- in- kind 


and  dust  control  tech- 
niques during  construc- 
tion. 


of  value  of  wetlands  by 
creation  of  new  wetlands 
and  rehab,  of  existing 
wetlands  in  poor  condition 
on  Egeria  Creek. 


1.  Conpensate  private  landowner 
for  economic  loss. 


2.  Amend  Forest  Plan. 


-   Muddy  Creek 


1.  No  practical  mitigation. 


Replacement- in-kind 
of  value  of  wetlands  by 
creation  of  new  wetlands 
and  rehab,  of  existing 
wetlands  in  pxx3r  condition 
on  lower  Muddy  Creek. 


Compensate  private  land- 
owners for  economic  loss. 


Amend  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan. 


3  ;  i 

—  a  —   

3  g  !J{   Rock  Creek 
o  <  w 

;:;  i  $ 
9 


Use  of  mufflers,  filters  2.  Fencing  of  areas  containing 
and  dust  control  tech-  tha  Federal  endangered  plant 
niques  during  construction.     to  prevent  trampling,  5-year 

study,  inspect  construction 
areas,  and  off site  protection. 


Mone 


None 


Inundation  of  1070  ac. 
would  eliminate  existing 
land  use. 


Muddy  Creek 


None 


None 


fnundatlon  of  1447  ac. 

would  eliminate  existing 
land  use. 
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Table  1.3  (continued) 
Rock  Creek/UPS i?ed  Muddy  Creeic  Mt^m.ri^.. 
Suimarv  of   Potfnfi»[    Positive   and  Weg^riv,  Pnvirorwental 
Impacts.    Hitiqation  Measures,    and  Unavoidahl^  Adverse   f^pacts 
for  Metro  Denver  Lease  Denuirrt  Jj 


Reservoir  Site 


Aquatic  Biology 


Wildlife 


Rock  Creek 


1.  Loss  of  9  mi.  of  high 
quality  trout  stream. 

2.  Loss  of  self-sustaining 
brown  trout  population 
belou  the  dam. 

3.  Opportunity  for  low  to 
moderate  reservoir  fishery. 

4.  Conservation  pool  maintained 
in  reservoir. 

5.  CuTulative  impact  to  endangered 
fish. 

6.  Potential  loss  of  spawning 

of  brown  trout  from  Colorado  R. 


1.  Loss  of  486  ac.  wetland  habitat  and  1086  ac  non- 
forested  habitat  and  assoc.  wildlife  values. 

2.  Disturbance  and  loss  of  habitat  reduce  habitat 
capability  in  area  surrounding  reservoir. 

3.  Possibility  of  migrating  deer  and  elk  breaking 
through  ice. 


!=   Muddy  Creek 
•^   Site  C 


1.   Potential  for  moderate 
fishery  in  reservoir. 


1.  Loss  of  about  1523  ac.  of  wetland  and  upland 
big  game  winter  range  in  various  categories. 


2.  Creation  of  tailwater  fishery, 

3.  Conservation  pool  maintained 
in  reservoir. 

4.  Cunulative  impact  to  endangered 
fish. 


2.  Loss  of  392  ac.  wetland  habitat  and  assoc. 
wi Idl ife  values. 

3.  Adverse  inpact  to  daily  and  annual  big  game 
movement.   Possibility  of  migrating  deer  and  elk 
breaking  through  ice.  Possible  auto-big  game 
collisions  on  Hwy  40. 


&.  Beneficial  impact  to  bald  eagle  from  tailwater. 


Rock  Creek 


1.  Egeria  Cr.  site  mitigation 
would  replace  the  physical 
habitat  lost  but  would  not 
totally  replace  the  high 
quality  of  the  fishery  habitat. 

2.  Monitoring  of  reproduction 
and  stocking  to  maintain  a 
fishable  resource. 

3.  Mo  mitigation  required. 

4.  No  mitigation  required. 

5.  Adhere  to  conservation  measures. 

6.  Coordinate  flows  with  other 
reservoirs  to  reduce  impacts. 


1.  Replace  lost  HUs  with  land  with  appropriate 
habitat  potential. 

2.  Forest  Service  will  enforce  restrictions  on 
vehicular  use  off  road. 

3.  Monitor  big  game  populations  during  migration 
and  provide  fencing,  if  needed. 


Muddy  Creek 


—  Q   — 
•-   O   Ui 


1.  Mo  mitigation  required. 

2.  No  mitigation  required. 

3.  No  mitigation  required. 

4.  Adhere  to  conservation  measures. 


1.  Enhance  carrying  capacity  in  big  game  range; 
attract  game  to  improved  areas. 

2.  Replace  lost  HUs  by  acquiring  appropriate 
private  land.  Better  management  of  public 
lands  for  wildlife  values. 

3.  Monitor  big  game  populations  during  migration 
and  provide  fencing,  if  needed.  Signs  on  Highway 
40  warning  of  big  game.  Due  to  complexity  of 
mitigation  plan  all  impacts  may  not  be  totally 
mitigated. 

4.  No  mitigation  required. 


Rock  Creek 


A  portion  of  loss  of  high  quality 
fishery  habitat  in  reservoir  basin. 


Some  disturbance  and  loss  of  suimer  habitat 
capability  not  mitigated,  but  overall  population 
nurtbers  would  not  be  reduced. 


A  portion  of  loss  of  self-sustaining 
brown  trout  population  below  dam. 


Muddy  Creek 


None 


Some  disturt>ance  and  loss  of  winter  habitat 
capability  may  not  be  totally  mitigated. 
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Tsbl*  1.3  (continued) 
Rocic  CreettAJpsiied  Huddy  Creole  «1  ternativy-i 
Summary  of  Potential  Positive  and  Wfraative  gnvironmentat 
Impacta.  Nittqatton  HeasurM.  and  Unavoidable  Adverse  tnpaet» 
for  Hetro  Denver  Lease  Oewnd  y 


Reservoir  Site 


Grazing 


VIsiwl  Resource* 


Recreation  Resources 


Rock  Creek 


1.  Potential  11X  lost  of 
carrying  capacity  (132 
AUHs)  to  on*  allotment. 


1.  Daa  would  exceed  amended 
Forest  Plan  VOO  for  area. 


1.  Loss  of  trout  stream. 

2.  Loss  of  high  quality 
recreation  experience. 

3.  Iiif>act  to  historic  stage  stop. 

4.  Gain  in  200,000  recreation 
visitor-days  to  reservoir 
and  facilities  to  support 
visitation. 

5.  Potential  for  offsite 
development. 


1    Muddy  Creek 
5  Site  C 


Loss  of  20A3  AUM's  on 
private  larvd. 


1.  Dam,  access  road  and 

downstream  material  site 
would  exceed  VRM  for  area. 


Gain  of  175,000  recreation 
visitor-days  to  reservoir 
and  a  recreation  facility. 


2.  Potential  for  private  and 
offsite  development. 

3.  Development  of  tailwater 
fishery. 


Rock  Creek     1.  Replace  AUMs  by  purchase 
of  private  land,  or  range 
improvement  to  increase 
carrying  capacity  of 
remainder  of  allotment. 


1.  Amend  Forest  Plan 


1.  Development  of  fishery  at 
Egeria  Cr.  would  mitigate 
the  quantity  but  not  the 
qual i ty  of  loss. 

2.  No  mitigation  possible. 

3.  Enter  consultation  with 
SHPO  on  mitigation. 

4.  Mo  mitigation  reqired. 

5.  No  mitigation  planned. 


3 

3  

i:  Muddy  Creek 


Purchase  private  lands 
with  purchase  price  com- 
pensating for  forage  loss. 


Grading,  sloping,  contour- 
ing, and  revegetation  of 
material  site  and  roadcut 
and  amend  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan. 


1.  No  mitigation  required. 

2.  No  mitigation  planned. 

3.  No  mitigation  planned. 


►-  ui  o 


a 

"-  a 


a  >  S  ''°^''  Creek 

U  <  al 
—  X  Ui 
<»  3  > 
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None 


Nona 


Loss  of  high  qual Ity 
recreation  experience 
would  not  be  mitigated. 


Muddy  Creek 


None 


None 


Norte 
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Tabic  1.3  (continuad) 

Bocit  Crg^kAJoaited  Htiddy  Creek  Attcrnattvy 
Suiwrv  nf  PntrfrtJKi    Pn^\r\\,<f  tnj  Meqat<v  grv<ror»iiefitat 
Imeacts.   Mttiqatton  Meaaurea.    and  Unavoidable  Adveraa  fmoacta 
for  ''etro  Denver  Lease  Demand  1/ 


Reservoir  Site 


Cultural  Resource 


Social  Envirorment 


Eeoneniica 


Transportation 


Rock  Creek 


1.  Disturbance  of  pre- 
historic lithic 
scatters. 

2.  High  potential  for 
disturbance  of 
significant  prehis- 
toric  sites. 

3.  Inundation  of  hiatorie 
ataga  stop  aita. 


1.  Potential  conflict 
between  si^portera 
and  opponenta. 

2.  Inundation  of  grazing 
and  increase  in 
recreation  would 
dacreaaa  rural 
characteriatics. 


1.  Recreation  expen- 
diturea  would  have 
benaficial  impact 
on  2-eoiatty  region. 


1.  Short-tena  increase 
in  vehicular  traffic 
and  traffic  delays. 


2  Huddy  Creek 
S  Site  C 

s 


1.  Disturbance  of  pre- 
historic lithic 
scatters. 

2.  High  potential  for 
disturbance  of  signi- 
ficant prehistoric 
sites. 


1.  Loss  of  ranching 
operationa. 

2.  Inundation  of  grazing 
and  increase  in  recre- 
ation would  dacreaaa 
rural  characteristics. 


Recreation  expen- 
diturea  would  have 
beneficial  impact 
on  2*county  region. 


Short- term  increase 
in  vehicular  traffic 
and  traffic  delays. 


High  potential  for 
disturbance  of  histor- 
ically significant  sites. 


Rock  Creek 


1.  Intensive  cultural 
resources  inventory. 

2.  Intensive  cultural 
resources  inventory. 

3.  Consult  with  SHPO, 
interested  parties, 
and  ACHP. 


1.  Mo  faitigation 
practical. 

2.  Replace  AUMa  by  pur- 
chase of  private  land, 
or  range  Inprovement 
to  increase  carrying 
capacity  of  reaiainder 
of  allotment. 


1.  No  mitigation 
raqui  red. 


1.  Inatitute  accepted 
traffic  control 
maasures. 


s 

3  

-  Huddy  Creek 


1.  Intensive  cultural 
resources  inventory. 

2.  Intensive  cultural 
resources  inventory. 

3.  Consult  with  SHPO. 
interested  parties, 
and  ACHP. 


1.  Conpenaata  land-       1. 
owners. 

2.  Purchaaa  private  lands 
with  purchase  price  eem- 
penaating  for  forage  loss. 


No  mitigation 
required. 


Institute  accepted 
traffic  control 
meaaurea. 


a  5  a 

~  2  "■  'oek  Creek 

—  O  Ui 
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1. 6  The  Preferred  Alternative 

The  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  preferred 
alternative  Is  a  60,000  acre-foot  reservoir  at  Site  C  on  Muddy  Creek. 

1 . 7  The  Environmentally  Preferred  Alternative 

The  environmentally  preferred  alternative  Is  the  No -Action  Alternative, 

1 . 8  Cumulative  Impacts 

Cumulative  impacts  are  incremental  impacts  caused  by  the  proposed 
project  that  add  to  the  impacts  of  past,  present,  or  reasonably  foreseeable 
future  projects,  or  to  present  trends.   The  affected  environment  for  the 
Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek  project  includes  the  Routt/Grand  County  area  in 
particular,  and  the  upper  Colorado  River  system  area  in  general.   A  variety 
of  past,  present,  or  future  projects  occur  in  the  affected  area,  including 
other  reservoirs,  other  water  development  and  use,  and  present  and  proposed 
ski  areas.   Present  trends  include  the  depressed  economy  of  western  Grand 
County  and  increasing  urbanization  and  dependence  on  recreation/tourism  in 
the  local  economies. 

Either  alternative  reservoir  project  would  add  to  the  cumulative 
impacts  to  the  rare  fish  of  the  upper  Colorado  River  Basin,  to  the 
cumulative  loss  of  wetlands  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  would  add  to  the 
trend  of  a  recreation  oriented  economy  and  detract  from  traditional 
ranching/mining/logging  lifestyles.   The  Rock  Creek  alternative  would  add 
to  the  cumulative  loss  of  self-sustaining  stream  fisheries  and  associated 
recreation,  and  to  wildlife  habitat  capabilities  of  National  Forest  system 
lands.   Rock  Creek  would  impact  use  at  existing  reseirvoirs  (Steamboat  Lake 
and  Stagecoach)  more  than  Muddy  Creek  by  competing  directly  for 
recreational  users.   Muddy  Creek  would  probably  have  a  more  direct 
cumulative  benefit  to  the  economy  of  western  Grand  County  than  Rock  Creek 
would  have  to  either  Grand  or  Routt  counties. 


1 . 9   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Amendments 


1.9.1.   BLM  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) .   The  1984  Kremmling 
Resource  Management  Plan  lists  livestock  grazing,  wildlife  habitat,  and 
water  quality  management  as  the  priority  land  uses  for  the  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  Area.   A  Right-of-Way  for  the  Muddy  Creek  site  would  require  an 
amendment  to  the  Kremmling  Management  Plan  to  change  approximately  1740 
acres  of  livestock  grazing,  30  acres  of  wildlife  habitat,  and  1.1  miles  of 
water  quality  management  priorities  to  the  recreation  management  priority 
category  to  accommodate  recreational  use  at  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   The 
amendment  would  also  change  approximately  1,460  acres  of  Class  II  and  700 
acres  of  Class  III  Visual  Resource  Management  Class  to  Class  IV.   The 
management  objectives  for  Class  IV  would  be  consistent  with  the 
construction  of  the  project.   The  visual  resource  decision  in  the  Kremmling 
Resource  Management  Plan  would  also  be  changed  to  establish  consistency 
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with  the  Bureau  Manual.   This  would  remove  Visual  Resource  Management 
classes  as  priority  management  areas  and  establish  objectives  for  Visual 
Resource  Management  as  described  in  Bureau  Handbook  H- 8410-1.   The 
proposed  amendment  to  the  Resource  Management  Plan  is  contained  in  the 
following  section. 

1,9.2.   Proposed  Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan  Amendment.   The 
Plan  would  be  amended  to  accommodate  the  anticipated  recreational  use  of 
the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   The  proposed  amendment  would  change 
approximately  1,740  acres  of  livestock  grazing,  30  acres  of  wildlife 
habitat  and  1.1  miles  of  water  quality  management  priorities  to  the 
recreation  management  priority  category.   The  proposed  amendment  would  also 
change  approximately  1,460  acres  of  Class  II  and  700  acres  of  Class  III 
Visual  Resource  Management  Class  to  Class  IV.   The  existing  Visual  Resource 
Decision  in  the  Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan  would  be  changed  to 
establish  consistency  with  the  Bureau  manual.   The  proposed  fimendment  would 
remove  Visual  Resource  Management  Classes  as  priority  management  areas  and 
establish  objectives  for  Visual  Resource  Management  as  described  in  Bureau 
Handbook  H- 8410-1. 

In  order  to  reflect  the  changes  mentioned  above,  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  would  be  amended  as  follows : 

1.    Visual  Resources: 

The  second  sentence  under  Part  C,  Support;  on  Page  15  of  the 
Kremmling  Resource  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  would  be 
removed  in  its  entirety  and  replaced  with  the  following  (See 
Appendix  B) : 

The  objective  of  the  Visual  Resources  program  is  to  ensure 
projects  and  other  land  uses  are  consistent  with  the  following 
VRM  Class  Objectives. 

Class  I  Objective.   The  objective  of  this  class  is  to  preserve 
the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.   This  class  provides 
for  natural  ecological  changes;  however,  it  does  not  preclude 
very  limited  management  activity.   The  level  of  change  to  the 
characteristic  landscape  should  be  very  low  and  must  not 
attract  attention. 

Class  II  Objective.   The  objective  of  this  class  is  to  retain 
the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.   The  level  of  change 
to  the  characteristic  landscape  should  be  low.   Management 
activities  may  be  seen,  but  should  not  attract  the  attention  of 
the  casual  observer.   Any  changes  must  repeat  the  basic 
elements  of  form,  line,  color,  and  texture  found  in  the 
predominant  natural  features  of  the  characteristic  landscape. 

Class  III  Objective.   The  objective  of  this  class  is  to 
partially  retain  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.   The 
level  of  change  to  the  characteristic  landscape  should  be 
moderate.   Management  activities  may  attract  attention  but 
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should  not  dominate  the  view  of  the  casual  observer.   Changes 
should  repeat  the  basic  elements  found  In  the  predominant 
natural  features  of  the  characteristic  landscape. 

Class  IV  Objective.   The  objective  of  this  class  Is  to  provide 
for  management  activities  which  require  major  modification  of 
the  existing  character  of  the  landscape.   The  level  of  change 
to  the  characteristic  landscape  can  be  high.   These  management 
activities  may  dominate  the  view  and  be  the  major  focus  of 
viewer  attention.   However,  every  attempt  should  be  made  to 
minimize  the  Impact  of  these  activities  through  careful 
location,  minimal  disturbance,  and  repeating  the  basic  element. 

The  discussion  under  "Visual  Resource"  on  Page  28  of  the 
Kremmllng  Resource  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  would  be 
removed  In  its  entirety  (See  Appendix  B) . 

These  changes  are  administrative.   They  are  made  to  establish 
consistency  with  current  Bureau  policy. 

The  existing  Visual  Resource  Management  Classes  within  the 
Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Area  and  the  change  to  Visual  Resource 
Management  Class  IV  to  accommodate  construction  of  the 
reservoir  are  shown  in  Figure  1.8. 

Livestock  Grazing,  Wildlife  Habitat,  Water  Quality  Management 

The  existing  management  priorities  within  the  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  Area  as  shown  in  Figure  1.9  would  be  changed  to  a 
recreation  management  priority  as  shown  in  Figure  1.10. 
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2.0    SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION  AND  ERRATA  FOR  SDEIS 


2.1  Introduction 

This  chapter  provides  supplemental  information  and  errata  for  the  Rock 
Creek/Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Supplementary  Draft  EIS  (SDEIS)  issued  in 
August  1988.   Supplementary  information  is  provided  to  update  the  SDEIS 
when  additional  analyses  were  conducted  after  August  1988,  or  to  provide 
information  necessary  to  respond  to  a  comment  letter  on  the  SDEIS  when 
that  information  is  too  lengthy  to  be  presented  in  the  comment  and  response 
format  of  Chapter  7.0.   Errata  for  the  SDEIS  are  provided  to  correct  errors 
noted  during  internal  review  or  pointed  out  in  agency  or  public  comment 
letters  (Chapter  7.0). 

To  facilitate  relating  supplemental  information  or  errata  to  the 
SDEIS,  this  chapter  contains  a  section  for  each  of  the  major  chapters  of 
the  SDEIS.   Within  each  section  of  this  chapter,  information  and  errata  are 
presented  by  SDEIS  section  number,  in  sequence. 


2.2  Purpose  and  Need  (SDEIS  Chapter  1.0) 

No  supplementary  information  or  errata. 

2.3  Description  of  Alternatives  (SDEIS  Chapter  2.0) 

2.5.6   Private  Land  Acquisition.   Delete  last  sentence  of  section 
which  refers  to  concessionaire  opportunities. 

2.4  Affected  Environment  (SDEIS  Chapter  3.0) 

3.2.2  Muddy  Creek.   Page  3-5,  Change  section  heading  and  add  the 
following; 

3.2.2  Muddy  Creek  Geology  -  Geologic  and  Seismic  Investigations. 
Geological  and  geotechnical  studies  for  design  and  construction  of 
dams/reservoirs  are  normally  conducted  in  phases  based  on  stages  of  project 
planning,  needs  of  water  users,  levels  of  funding  and  technical 
requirements  among  other  considerations.   In  general,  the  phases  of  study 
can  be  defined  as  follows: 

1)  PRE- FEASIBILITY  (also  termed  APPRAISAL  or  RECONNAISSANCE)  - 
Geological/geotechnical  studies  are  intended  to  confirm  the 
general  suitability  of  a  selected  site  for  construction  of  a 
dam/reservoir.   Major  fatal  flaws,  if  any,  are  identified. 

2)  FEASIBILITY  -  The  technical  feasibility  of  the  dam/reservoir 
site  is  proven  or  disproven  by  appropriate  levels  of  geological 
and  geotechnical  investigation.   The  fatal  flaw  analysis  is 
refined.   If  no  fatal  flaws  are  discovered,  the  site  is 
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considered  feasible  from  a  geological  and  geotechnical 
perspective.   Technical  requirements  for  additional  geological 
and  geotechnical  investigations  are  defined. 

3)  DESIGN  -  Detailed  geological  and  geotechnical  studies  are 
conducted  which  lead  to  development  of  project  designs. 
Geotechnical  studies  during  this  phase  are  comprehensive  and 
are  intended  to  address  significant  concerns  raised  during  this 
and  the  two  preceding  phases . 

4)  CONSTRUCTION  -  Geological  and  geotechnical  information 
continues  to  be  gathered  throughout  the  construction  process. 
Interpretations  of  geological  and  geotechnical  conditions  made 
during  preceding  phases  are  confirmed  and/or  modifications  to 
the  design  are  made  based  on  current  and  complete  data. 

5)  MONITORING  -  (Post-construction  -  The  dam  and  reservoir  are 
monitored  through  the  life  of  the  project  to  ensure  the  project 
is  performing  as  designed.   Modifications  may  be  made  if 
conditions  warrant. 

It  is  important  to  understand  that  geological  and  geotechnical  studies 
are  part  of  an  iterative  design  process.   Each  phase  builds  on  the 
preceding  phases,  especially  in  the  pre- feasibility ,  feasibility  and  design 
phases.   Continued  collection  of  geological  and  geotechnical  data  during 
the  construction  phase  offers  the  opportunity  to  confirm  previous 
interpretations  and,  if  necessary,  to  modify  designs  based  on  the  most  up- 
to-date  geological  and  geotechnical  information. 

The  geological,  geotechnical  and  seismotectonic  (earthquake  hazard) 
studies  summarized  in  the  SDEIS  were  conducted  at  the  feasibility  level. 
These  studies,  therefore,  were  intended  to  confirm  or  deny  the  feasibility 
of  the  sites  in  question  and  to  generally  define  the  type  and  scope  of 
studies  necessary  in  the  design  phase.   Feasibility  studies  were  not 
intended  to  address  all  geological  and  geotechnical  issues  relating  to 
project  design. 

3.2.3.6   Reservoir- Induced  Seismicity.   Last  sentence  should  be 
corrected  to  read  -  "maximum  volume  -  60,000  acre- feet." 

3.4.2.1  Rock  Creek.   Page  3-34,  first  paragraph  of  section,  replace 
line  8  with:   "Rosgen  classification  system  (1985)  used  by  the  USPS,  the 
reach  immediately  below  Site  A  is..." 

Page  3-37,  paragraph  3,  replace  line  1  with:   "The  USPS  maintenance 
flow  quantification  procedure  estimates  the  range  of..." 

Page  3-37,  paragraph  3,  delete  last  sentence. 

Page  3-38,  paragraph  2,  replace  line  6  with:   "...discharge  (3  cfs) 
results  from  the  small  difference  in  drainage  area  between  the..." 

3.4.2.2  Muddy  Creek.   Page  3-40,  paragraph  1,  replace  last  sentence 
with:   "Information  on  existing  hydraulic  conditions  was  obtained  from  a 
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simpler,  more  direct  approach  approved  by  the  BLM." 

Page  3-40,  paragraph  2,  replace  line  2  with:   "...the  Rosgen  stream 
classification  procedure  (1985).  A  C5  reach  is  a  channel  of  mild..." 

Page  3-40,  paragraph  3,  replace  last  sentence  with:   "This  aggradation 
would  minimize  the  potential  for  degradation  problems,  but  could  promote 
lateral  instability  as  a  result  of  bar  formations  deflecting  current  into 
the  channel  banks . 

3.10.2.   Muddy  Creek.   Page  3-93,  replace  the  Land  Ownership  map  with 
the  following  map  (Figure  3.10.3). 


2 . 5   Environmental  Consequences  (SDEIS  Chapter  4.0) 

4.3.2.2  Rock  Creek  Soils  Mitigation.   Page  4-8,  replace  fourth 
sentence  of  Section  4.3.2.2  with:   "A  general  soil  and  water  monitoring  and 
mitigation  plan  developed  by  the  USFS  for  Rock  Creek  is  included  at 
Appendix  C . " 

Pages  4-9  and  4-103,  add  the  following  general  information: 

4.3.3  (and  4.4.3)  Surface  Water  Resources  -  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy 
Creek.   Written  and  public  meeting  comments  on  the  DEIS  and  SDEIS  indicated 
considerable  concern  regarding  potential  project  impacts  on  the  Williams  Fork 
River  and  the  mainstem  Colorado  River  between  the  Williams  Fork  and  Blue 
Rivers.   As  a  result  of  these  concerns,  additional  discussion  between  the 
River  District  and  the  Denver  Water  Department  on  implementation  of  the 
Lease  led  to  several  modifications  to  the  Denver  Metro  Lease  scenario, 
primarily  to  avoid  potential  impacts  to  flows  on  the  mainstem  Colorado 
River  between  Williams  Fork  and  the  Blue  River.   The  reservoir  operational 
analysis  in  the  SDEIS  reflects  these  modifications. 

In  the  SDEIS,  reservoir  demands  for  both  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek 
reservoirs  included  supplying  water  to  make  up  Green  Mountain  Reservoir 
water  operations  shortages  to  permit  full  utilization  of  the  100,000  acre- 
foot  pool  (i.e.,  to  firm  up  Green  Mountain  water  sales  to  a  level  in  excess 
of  the  originally  proposed  22,800  acre-foot  annual  sales  level).   Since 
publication  of  the  SDEIS,  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  issued  a 
Record  of  Decision  (October  1988)  for  the  sale  of  20,000  acre- feet 
annually.   This,  therefore,  eliminated  the  opportunity  to  use  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  Green  Mountain  water  operations, 
and  all  reference  to  this  demand  has  been  deleted  from  this  final  EIS.   The 
revised  hydrologic  data  in  Appendix  A  reflect  this  change  for  Muddy  Creek. 
Comparable  changes  have  not  been  made  to  Rock  Creek  hydrologic  data. 

Additional  modifications  to  the  reservoir  operational  analysis  were 
required  following  Section  7  consultation  between  the  USFWS  and  BLM,  as 
discussed  in  the  preceding  chapter  (Section  1.4.3.6).   Revised  hydrologic 
data  for  Muddy  Creek  (Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand)  are  presented  in  Appendix 
A.   For  a  complete  update  of  reservoir  operational  hydrology  see  also 
Supplementary  Hydrology  Technical  Report  for  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  (RCI , 
1989) .   Since  these  changes  were  required  to  support  final  mitigation 
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planning  for  the  preferred  alternative  (Muddy  Creek) ,  comparable  changes 
were  not  made  to  the  Rock  Creek  hydrologic  data. 

Williams  Fork  and  Colorado  Rivers. 

As  noted  in  the  response  to  several  comment  letters  (Chapters  6.0  and 
7.0  FEIS),  a  substitution  of  water  involving  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  and 
the  proposed  reservoir  will  be  the  subject  of  an  agreement  between  the 
United  States  (Department  of  Interior),  the  Denver  Water  Board,  and 
appropriate  other  entities.   Conditions  under  which  substitution  can  be 
made  will  require  specific  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(acting  through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation)  prior  to  the  implementation  of 
this  agreement.   The  FEIS  is  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  NEPA  compliance 
document  for  this  proposed  action.   If  future  substitutions  or  exchanges 
are  proposed  which  have  impacts  different  from  those  disclosed,  additional 
NEPA  compliance  will  be  required  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  Agreement  will  be  limited  to  a  substitution  of  water  between  Green 
Mountain  and  Muddy  Creek  Reservoirs.   With  Williams  Fork  Reservoir,  Denver 
currently  has  the  ability  to  fully  utilize  their  diversions  upstream  of 
Kreramling.   This  project  will  not  change  the  historic  functions  of  Williams 
Fork  Reservoir  and  will  not  change  the  diversions  by  the  Moffat  Tunnel 
diversion  system.   Therefore,  the  proposed  project  will  not  impact  the 
Williams  Fork  River  or  the  Williams  Fork  to  Blue  River  reach  of  the 
Colorado  River, 

Blue  River. 

Differences  in  flow  on  the  Blue  River  are  discussed  in  Section  4.3.3.4 
SDEIS  and  the  potential  for  water  quality  impacts  on  the  Blue  River  is 
assessed  in  Section  4.3.3.5  SDEIS.   For  the  Blue  River  below  Dillon 
Reservoir,  pre  and  post  project  flows  were  developed  to  support  potential 
water  quality  and  aquatic  impacts  analysis.   Because  of  diversions  through 
the  Roberts  Tunnel  above  Dillon  Reservoir,  the  Blue  River  below  Dillon 
could  experience  fewer  periods  of  flows  which  exceed  the  minimum  50  cfs 
release  from  Dillon.   Because  of  anticipated  reservoir  operations,  and 
substitutions,  flow  changes  would  occur  mostly  in  the  late  summer  and  early 
fall  of  dry  years.   For  the  1962-1982  period  analyzed,  changes  would  have 
occurred  only  7  times  in  21  years. 

Using  an  EPA  water  quality  model  for  the  Blue  River,  the  potential 
impacts  of  changes  in  flows  resulting  from  a  Metro  Denver  Lease  demand  were 
analyzed.   The  analysis  of  trace  metals  indicates  a  slight  decrease  in 
concentrations  in  the  Blue  River  below  Dillon  Reservoir,  in  July,  August, 
and  September  of  average  and  dry  years,  primarily  because  of  reduced 
releases  from  Dillon  Reservoir. 

4.3.3.2   Metro  Denver  Lease  -  Rock  Creek  Conditions  Below  the  Dam. 
Page  4-11,  insert  the  following  material  after  the  section  heading. 
Hydraulics  and  Channel  Stability: 

The  Forest  Service  considered  three  methods  for  determining  instream 
flows  for  maintaining  channel  capacity.   They  differ  in  concept  and 
application. 
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Figure  3  10  3 
LAND  OWNERSHIP 
(Muddy  Creek  Site) 


1.  Meyer  Peter/Muller  (MPM) .   This  is  an  empirical  estimation 

method  based  on  engineering  laboratory  studies  to  estimate 
sediment  transport  capacity, 

2.  Chapter  30  (FSH  2509.17).   This  is  also  an  empirical 

estimation  method.   It  is  different  from  the  MPM  method  by 
being  based  on  geomorphic  (channel -forming)  processes  that 
may  be  observed  in  the  field.   It  computes  a  bankfull 
discharge  needed  for  a  specific  period  of  time,  plus  rising 
and  recession  flows  and  base  flows,  needed  to  maintain 
channel  capacity  against  sediment  deposition  and  vegetation 
encroachment . 

3.  Modified  Chapter  30  (Method  A) .   This  method  uses  the  same 

general  assumptions  and  computes  the  same  classes  of  flow  as 
the  Chapter  30  method.   However,  it  is  based  primarily  on 
field  measurements  of  channel  form  and  materials  at  specific 
sites.   It  is  therefore  a  method  involving  direct  field 
determination  rather  than  one  of  strictly  indirect 
estimation. 

In  the  Draft  EIS,  Section  3.4.2.1  used  the  original  Forest  Service 
Chapter  30  method  (FSH  2509.17)  to  estimate  instream  flows  needed 
to  maintain  pre -dam  channel  capacity  in  Rock  Creek.   In  contrast. 
Section  4.3.3.2  used  a  modified  Meyer -Peter/Muller  (MPM)  method  to 
estimate  post-dam  instream  flow  needs.   This  was  done  because  the 
Chapter  30  method  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  sediment  supply 
does  not  change.   Since  a  dam  and  reservoir  would  trap  and  store 
sediment  coming  from  upstream,  the  Chapter  30  method  might 
overestimate  the  instream  flows  that  would  be  needed  to  maintain 
channel  capacity. 

When  the  Draft  EIS  was  prepared,  it  seemed  reasonable  to  use  the 
modified  MPM  method  because  it  was  calibrated  to  Rock  Creek  flow- 
sediment  data.   However,  knowledge  of  flow- sediment  dynamics  has 
evolved.   Recent  data  collected  by  the  Forest  Service  indicate  that 
the  MPM  method  underestimates  instream  flows  required  to  maintain 
channel  capacity  in  gravel-bed  streams.   This  issue  is  important 
because  the  1897  Organic  Administration  Act,  which  is  the  founding 
legislation  for  the  National  Forests,  requires  the  USPS  to  maintain 
favorable  conditions  of  water  flow  (16  USC  473-475,  477-482,  551). 

Since  the  Draft  EIS  was  completed,  the  USFS  has  begun  developing 
the  method  referred  to  above  as  the  Modified  Chapter  30  (Method  A) 
for  determining  instream  flows  to  maintain  channel  capacity.   It  is 
based  on  actual  field  measurements  and  would  probably  require  a 
range  of  instream  flows  higher  than  those  which  would  result  from 
the  application  of  MPM.   If  the  analysis  were  done  today,  the  USFS 
would  use  the  Modified  Chapter  30  (Method  A)  to  determine  the 
instream  flows  needed  to  maintain  the  channel  capacity  of  Rock 
Creek  below  the  dam. 

Page  4-16,  paragraph  2,  replace  line  4  with:   "...procedure  that  may 
not  apply  to  the  unique  site-..." 
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Page  4-16,  paragraph  3,  replace  lines  8-9  with:   "...tions. 
Consequently  the  procedure  is  used  as  a  first  approximation  of  the 
necessary  channel  maintenance  flows  since  a  reservoir  will  trap 
upstream. . . " 

Page  4-16,  paragraph  4,  delete  the  first  sentence. 

Page  4-16,  paragraph  4,  replace  line  7  with:   "...generally  true  for 
the  coarser  sizes  of  the  bedload  transport,  as..." 

Page  4-16,  paragraph  5,  replace  lines  1  and  2  with:   "In  the  case  of 
Rock  Creek,  several  tributaries  including  one  major  one,  Egeria  Creek, 
enter  below  the  proposed  dam.   Field  reconnaissance  of  the  entire  stream 
between  the  proposed  dam  and  the  Forest  boundary  did  not  locate  any  large 
sediment  source.   Aerial  reconnaissance  of  the  Egeria  Creek-Rock..." 

Page  4-17,  paragraph  2,  replace  last  sentence  with:   "Results 
indicated  that  calculated  transport  capacity  exceeded  the  measured 
transport  rate  for  all  sediment  sizes  finer  than  the  two  coarsest  size 
fractions . " 

Page  4-17,  paragraph  4,  delete  last  sentence. 

Page  4-18,  replace  lines  1  and  2  at  top  of  page  with:   "...A  may  be 
almost  as  effective  a  channel  maintenance  flow  as  190  cfs  for  the  pre- 
project  condition." 

Page  4-18,  paragraph  2,  delete  second  sentence. 

Page  4-18,  paragraph  3,  replace  line  7  with:   "...a  20  cfs  per  day 
drawdown  rate  and  a  16- ... " 

Page  4-18,  paragraph  4,  replace  third  line  with:   "...encroachment. 
However,  at  Site  B  it  may  be  more  effective  to  provide..." 

Page  4-18,  paragraph  4,  replace  line  15  with:   " . . .hydrograph.   In 
order  to  minimize  the  need  for  mechanical  maintenance..." 

Page  4-18,  paragraph  4,  replace  next  to  last  line  with:   "...and  is 
considered  almost  as  effective  as  the  pre-project  channel  maintenance..." 

Page  4-18,  paragraph  5,  replace  first  two  sentences  with:   "Under  pre- 
project  conditions,  calculated  sediment  transport  capacity  in  Rock  Creek 
exceeded  measured  transport  rates  except  for  coarse  sediment  size 
fractions . " 

Page  4-20,  paragraph  1,  replace  line  9  with:   "...boundary  near  the 
Town  of  McCoy,  the  recommended  bypass  flows  plus  scheduled  releases  should 
mini- ..." 

Page  4-20,  add  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  paragraph  3:   "The 
stream  below  the  reservoir  would  be  monitored  to  insure  that  downstream 
conditions  remained  stable  and  as  predicted." 
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4.3.3.4  ( and  4.4.3.4)   Metro  Denver  Lease  -  Hydrology  of  Other  Streams 
-  Blue  River.   Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp  is  the  owner  and  operator  of  two 
small  hydroelectric  projects  on  the  Blue  River  below  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir  and  could  be  impacted  by  proposed  reservoir  operations. 
Reduction  in  flows  on  the  Blue  River  below  Green  Mountain  reservoir  could 
reduce  the  ability  to  generate  power.   However,  the  FERC  licensing  document 
for  the  project(s)  recognizes  that  the  project  is  downstream  from  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir  and  is  subject  to  fluctuating  water  releases  for  which 
neither  the  Department  of  the  Interior  nor  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  would 
be  responsible.   Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp  has  a  direct  flow  right  but  no 
rights  to  the  waters  stored  by  the  United  States  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir.   In  addition,  Trans  Mountain  Hydro  does  not  have  any  headwater 
benefit  arrangement  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  is  not  compensating 
the  United  States  for  any  such  headwater  benefits  it  might  be  realizing  in 
the  operation  of  its  Blue  River  projects.   The  substitution  contemplated  by 
the  applicant  is  a  substitution  of  stored  water  in  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 
for  stored  water  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  and  would  have  no  impact  on 
direct  flow  rights. 

4.3.3.5  Metro  Denver  Lease  -  Rock  Creek  Water  Quality.   Page  4-42, 
fourth  paragraph,  fourth  line.   The  word  "and"  should  be  replaced  by  "out." 

4.4.1.1  Geology  -  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   Page  4-98,  paragraph  2, 
insert  before  last  sentence:   "Based  on  studies  summarized  in  the  DEIS, 
bedrock  underlying  the  slide  debris  at  the  Muddy  Creek  left  abutment  is 
inferred  to  be  stable  and  capable  of  supporting  the  abutment  and  foundation 
of  the  proposed  dam.   Landslide  debris  is  apparently  derived  from  slabbing 
and  toppling  of  crystalline  rock  above  the  Williams  Fork  Thrust  Fault. 
This  type  of  instability  is  not  necessarily  a  significant  hazard  to  the 
proposed  dam.   Landslide  debris  in  the  abutment  area  could  be  removed 
during  construction  and  remedial  measures  can  be  employed  to  stabilize 
slopes  above  the  dam.   Additional  studies  will  be  required  during  the 
design  phase  to  assess  the  impact  of  landsliding  on  the  left  abutment  of 
the  Muddy  Creek  site." 

4.4.2.2  Muddy  Creek  Soils  Mitigation.   Page  4-101,  replace  fourth 
sentence  of  Section  4.4.2.2  with:   "A  general  soil  and  water  monitoring  and 
mitigation  plan  developed  by  the  USFS  for  Rock  Creek  is  included  at 
Appendix  C.   A  similar  plan  would  be  applicable  to  the  Muddy  Creek  site  and 
will  be  required  by  the  BLM  prior  to  permitting  the  project." 

4.4.3.3  Metro  Denver  Lease  -  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   Page  4-118, 
Impacts  and  Mitigation  Summary,  insert  in  fourth  line:   "...this  impact.   A 
typical  Emergency  Preparedness  Plan  includes:   (1)  equipment  available  for 
plan  implementation,  (2)  a  notification  procedure  for  local  and  State 
emergency  agencies,  (3)  a  dam  failure  inundation  map,  and  (4)  a  procedure 
for  warning  nearby  local  residents  if  failure  of  the  dam  is  imminent." 

Page  4-119,  paragraph  3,  line  8,  Rock  Creek  should  be  Muddy  Creek. 

4.4.3.5  Metro  Denver  Lease  -  Muddy  Creek  Water  Quality.   Page  4-129, 
first  paragraph,  change  last  two  lines  to  read:   "...be  stocked  in  the 
reservoir,  but  monitoring  of  selenium  levels  of  the  fish  will  be  conducted 
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annually  for  five  years  following  dam  closure  to  assure  that  a  health 
hazard  does  not  occur." 

Page  4-129,  third  paragraph,  first  line.   The  word  "measurable"  should 
be  replaced  by  "significant." 

4.4.3.11  West  Slope  Demand  -  Rock  Creek  Water  Quality.   Page  4-144. 
"Rock  Creek"  should  be  replaced  by  "Muddy  Creek"  in  section  heading. 

4.4.6.2  Anticipated  Impacts  -  Metro  Denver  Lease.  Page  4-152,  add  in 
the  following  after  the  first  full  paragraph: 

A  jurisdictional  wetlands  inventory  was  completed  during  the  summer 
of  1989  (Grah,  1989)  on  both  the  reservoir  inundation  area  and  the 
mitigation  area  below  the  dam  site.   The  study  was  implemented  to  verify 
some  of  the  information  used  in  developing  the  mitigation  plan  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.   Jurisdictional  wetlands  are  defined  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  as  those  areas  that  meet  specific  soil,  hydrology,  and  vegetation 
requirements  presented  in  the  Federal  Manual  For  Identifying  and 
Delineating  Jurisdictional  Wetlands  (Federal  Interagency  Committee  for 
Wetland  Delineation  1989)  and  that  are  regulated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Of  the  total  892  acres  of  Muddy  Creek  bottomland  exhibiting  wetland 
character,  approximately  300  acres  meet  the  requirement  of  jurisdictional 
wetland  classification. 

The  Cowardin  et  al .  (1979)  classification  system  was  initially  used  to 
identify  areas  with  wetland  characteristics.   Not  all  of  these  areas 
qualify  as  jurisdictional  wetlands  using  the  three  parameter  criteria. 
These  areas  are  referred  to  as  "wetland  habitat"  and  jurisdictional 
wetlands  are  a  subset  of  wetland  habitat. 

The  functional  values  of  wetlands  habitat  and  jurisdictional  wetlands 
include  groundwater  discharge  and  recharge,  flood  storage  and 
desynchronization,  shoreline  anchoring  and  dissipation  of  erosive  forces, 
sediment  trapping,  nutrient  retention  and  removal,  food  chain  support, 
wildlife  and  fish  habitat,  and  active  and  passive  recreation  and  heritage 
value  (Adamus  and  Stockwell,  1983).   Of  these  functional  values,  only 
wildlife  habitat  will  be  substantially  impacted  by  the  proposed  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  project.  This  conclusion  is  based  on  the  following: 

1)   The  wetlands  habitat  and  jurisdictional  wetlands  that  will  be 
inundated  on  the  proposed  project  area  were  documented  to  be  in  generally 
poor  condition  during  the  field  investigations  for  the  project  EIS.  Due  to 
the  poor  conditions,  the  overall  functional  value  of  these  areas  is  low. 
Land  management  activities  have  resulted  in  compacted  soils,  overgrazing, 
vegetation  cropping,  and  subsequent  lowering  of  the  natural  water  table  due 
to  widening  and  incisement  of  Muddy  Creek  below  its  floodplain.   Recent 
analysis  completed  by  Bio/West,  Inc.  and  Resource  Consultants,  Inc.  (Grah, 
1989)  provides  evidence  that  Muddy  Creek  has  abandoned  the  valley  flat  area 
as  an  active  floodplain  due  to  channel  widening  and  incisement.   In 
general,  point  bars  and  an  incipient  floodplain  are  being  newly  constructed 
by  the  creek  at  a  level  two  to  three  feet  below  the  abandoned  floodplain 
level;  thus,  also  lowering  the  water  table. 
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2)   Based  on  information  presented  by  Adamus  and  Stockwell  (1983),  the 
reservoir  will  replace  or  improve  most  of  the  low  functional  values  of  the 
inundated  wetland  habitat  and  jurisdictional  wetlands.   These  functional 
values  include  the  following: 

Groundwater  Discharge:   This  functional  value  involves  the  role 
wetlands  play  in  regulating  stream  flows  through  groundwater  discharge.   At 
present,  it  appears  that  the  Muddy  Creek  wetlands  do  not  retain  as  much  of 
the  surface  water  runoff  as  would  a  wetland  in  better  condition.   Hence,  a 
reduced  quantity  of  surface  water  infiltrates  or  percolates  into  the 
groundwater.   Therefore,  groundwater  discharge  from  the  Muddy  Creek 
wetlands  to  the  creek  is  reduced  from  levels  associated  with  a  wetland  in 
good  condition.   The  resei-voir  will  fully  replace  or  exceed  the  value  of 
this  low- flow  augmentation.   First,  the  reservoir  will  increase  the 
hydraulic  head  of  groundwater  above  and  below  the  reservoir.   Such  an 
increase  in  hydraulic  head  could  effectively  raise  the  water  table  below 
the  dam  thereby  increasing  baseflow  augmentation  as  well  as  consumptive  use 
by  the  hydrophytes.   Second,  reservoir  management  will  involve  releasing 
greater  flows  than  that  of  the  current  situation  during  low  flow  periods. 
Therefore,  the  presence  and  operation  of  the  reservoir  will  replace  or 
exceed  the  current  groundwater  discharge  value  of  the  inundated  wetlands. 

Groundwater  Recharge :  Although  Muddy  Creek  provides  some  groundwater 
recharge,  there  is  a  net  loss  of  groundwater  in  the  Muddy  Creek  basin  due 
to  consumptive  use  by  hydrophytes,  and  the  widening  and  incisement  of  the 
stream  channel  which  has  caused  a  reduction  in  hydraulic  head  in  wetlands 
adjacent  to  the  stream.  The  reservoir  will  greatly  increase  the  hydraulic 
head  and  provide  a  large  source  of  water  that  will  effectively  cause 
groundwater  mounding  in  the  reservoir's  vicinity.  The  groundwater  mounding 
essentially  represents  an  increase  in  groundwater  recharge.  Therefore,  the 
reservoir  will  not  only  replace  the  recharge  functional  value,  but  will 
greatly  enhance  the  existing  rate  of  groundwater  recharge. 

Flood  Storage  and  Desynchronization:  The  wetlands  that  will  be 
impacted  occur  on  the  Muddy  Creek  floodplain.  On  the  average,  streams 
overtop  their  banks  and  frequently  inundate  their  floodplains  one  or  more 
times  in  1 . 5  years.   Uhen  a  stream  overtops  its  banks,  the  vegetation  on 
the  floodplain  slows  the  velocity  of  water  flow  and  detains  a  portion  of 
the  flood  flow.  These  processes  effectively  slow  flood  flow  and 
desynchronize  the  flow  to  minimize  damage  to  downstream  areas  due  to  an 
otherwise  "flashy"  flow  regime.  The  effectiveness  of  the  wetland  depends  on 
the  density  of  cover  and  the  horizontal  and  vertical  structure  of  the 
cover.  As  indicated,  the  wetlands  associated  with  Muddy  Creek  have  been 
overgrazed  to  the  point  where  flood  storage  and  desynchronization  values 
are  relatively  low.  Further,  Muddy  Creek  does  not  overtop  its  banks  as 
often  as  most  hydraulically  stable  streams  due  to  widening  and  incisement 
which  additionally  reduces  functional  value  of  the  wetlands.  Reservoirs 
have  been  extensively  used  for  flood  control  and  their  value  in  flood 
storage  and  desynchronization  is  high.  Therefore,  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 
will  more  than  fully  replace  this  functional  value  of  the  wetlands  lost 
with  construction  of  the  Muddy  Creek  project. 

Shoreline  Anchoring  and  Dissipation  of  Erosive  Forces:  The  widening 
and  incisement  of  Muddy  Creek  has  left  a  substantial  portion  of  its  banks 
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bare.  Most  of  the  vegetation  that  once  lined  the  creek  has  either  been  left 
above  the  stream,  out  of  effective  influence  in  terms  of  bank  protection, 
or  has  sloughed  into  the  creek  due  to  bank  erosion.  Therefore,  the  existing 
wetlands  are  not  of  high  value  in  regard  to  shoreline  anchoring  and 
dissipation  of  erosive  forces.  The  reservoir  will  inundate  and  replace  an 
incised  segment  of  Muddy  Creek.   Because  reservoirs  have  low  erosive 
energy,  the  reservoir  will  more  than  substitute  for  the  reduced  value  of 
the  inundated  wetlands. 

Sediment  Trapping:  The  ability  of  a  wetland  to  trap  sediment  is 
directly  and  positively  related  to  its  ability  to  store  and  desynchronize 
flood  waters.  Therefore,  the  discussion  presented  above  for  flood  storage 
and  desynchronization  also  applies  to  sediment  trapping.  Since  the  Muddy 
Creek  wetlands  are  generally  in  very  poor  condition,  their  sediment 
trapping  effectiveness  is  low.  This  especially  applies  to  trapping  of 
sediments  due  to  overland  flow  and  flooding  of  the  valley  flat  area. 
Wetlands,  such  as  in  the  Muddy  Creek  basin,  with  low  vegetative  cover  and 
density  make  poor  sediment  filters.  Reservoirs  are  well  known  for  their 
ability  to  trap  sediments.  Reseirvoir  design  life  is  based  on  the  calculated 
time  frame  within  which  a  reservoir  is  likely  to  be  rendered  ineffective 
due  to  sediment  deposition  and  reduced  water  storage  capacity. 
Consequently,  the  reservoir's  ability  to  trap  sediment  will  greatly  exceed 
the  existing  wetlands  ability  by  several  orders  of  magnitude. 

Nutrient  Retention  and  Removal:  A  large  portion  of  nutrient  inflow 
into  a  wetland  occurs  as  chemical  species  attached  to  sediment  particles 
which  are  trapped  by  the  wetland  vegetation  as  described  above.   Currently, 
the  degraded  condition  of  the  Muddy  Creek  wetlands  has  greatly  reduced  this 
functional  value.   These  sediment  particles  will  sink  in  and  be  retained  by 
the  reservoir.   Dissolved  nutrients  are  retained  by  wetlands  through  uptake 
by  vegetation.   Since  the  Muddy  Creek  wetlands  vegetation  is  in  poor 
condition,  the  actual  magnitude  of  dissolved  nutrient  uptake  is  greatly 
reduced  as  compared  to  a  wetland  in  good  condition.   The  greater  density  of 
dissolved  nutrients  will  cause  the  solution  to  sink  to  the  bottom  of  the 
reservoir  into  the  conservation  pool.  Thus,  a  large  portion  of  the  nutrient 
inflow  will  be  trapped  in  the  conservation  pool.  Reservoirs  act  as  thermal 
regulators  and  nutrient  sinks  so  that  short-term  fluctuations  in  water 
quality,  which  are  characteristic  of  natural  riverine  systems  are  regulated 
(Petts,  1984).  Reservoirs  can  be  very  efficient  nutrient  traps.  For 
example,  Schrieber  and  Rausch  (1979)  reported  a  50  percent  reduction  in 
mean  inflow  concentrations  of  orthophosphate  and  a  four- fold  reduction  in 
the  total  suspended  sediment  phosphorus  between  the  inflow  and  outflow  on 
Callahan  Reservoir,  Missouri.  High  value  wetlands  also  function  as 
efficient  nutrient  traps.  However,  due  to  the  poor  quality  of  the  Muddy 
Creek  wetlands,  nutrient  retention  is  minimal  and  a  reservoir  would 
function  as  a  more  efficient  nutrient  sink.  These  processes  indicate  that 
the  Muddy  Creek  reservoir's  capacity  for  nutrient  retention  will  greatly 
exceed  the  capacity  of  the  existing  wetlands. 

Food  Chain  Support:  It  is  very  difficult  to  compare  the  functional 
values  for  a  wetland  in  poor  condition  with  a  reservoir  since  both  support 
very  different  food  links,  chains,  and  webs.  It  is  very  likely  that  the 
reservoir  will  offer  greater  but  different  values  than  the  wetlands  in  poor 
condition. 
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Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat:  The  aquatic  biology  section  of  the  SDEIS 
(USDI/USDA  1988)  establishes  that  the  existing  fishery  of  Muddy  Creek  is 
poor  to  non-existent.  Similarly,  Habitat  Evaluation  Procedure  (HEP)  studies 
indicated  a  poor  value  in  terms  of  wildlife  habitat  provided  by  these 
wetlands.  However,  the  poor  value  of  habitat  over  the  area  to  be  inundated 
adds  up  to  a  substantial  quantity  of  habitat  units  that  will  be  lost  with 
wetland  inundation.  The  reservoir  will  not  replace  or  substitute  for  these 
units.  Therefore,  a  reduction  and  loss  of  this  value  will  occur  with 
reservoir  construction  and  operation.  However,  the  reservoir  will  provide  a 
large  area  of  open  water  habitat  type. 

Heritage  and  Recreation  Values:  Wetlands  are  relatively  rare  and 
unique  in  the  region.  The  contrast  in  line,  form,  color,  and  texture  with 
the  surrounding  upland  vegetation  provides  a  visually  pleasing  and 
interesting  landscape  which  most  people  value.  In  addition,  many  people 
enjoy  and  appreciate  wetlands  as  unique  biological  and  physical  systems. 
Further,  a  major  value  of  wetlands  lies  in  the  passive  and  active 
recreation  opportunities  that  they  offer  such  as  boating  and  water  fowl 
hunting.  Unfortunately,  the  poor  condition  of  the  Muddy  Creek  wetlands 
greatly  reduces  their  heritage  value  potential.  Reservoirs  also  provide 
visually  pleasing  and  interesting  landscapes  due  to  similar  contrasts  and 
provide  substantially  greater  recreation  opportunities  in  terms  of  fishing, 
sight  seeing,  boating,  etc.  Therefore,  the  heritage  and  recreation  value 
provided  by  the  Muddy  Creek  Reseirvoir  will  greatly  exceed  the  value 
provided  by  the  existing  wetlands. 

3)   In  summary,  the  only  functional  value  losses  due  to  inundation  of 
wetland  habitat  and  jurisdictional  wetlands  will  relate  to  wildlife 
habitat.  The  reservoir  will  either  replace  in  equivalence  or  in  excess  the 
other  functional  values  associated  with  the  existing  Muddy  Creek  wetlands. 

4.4.7.1.   Anticipated  Impacts  -  Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand.   Page  4- 
154,  second  paragraph,  second  sentence  should  read:   "...instant  fishery 
below  the  dam  since  temperature  would  be  acceptable  to  trout.   Habitat 
conditions  would  not  be  excellent  due  to  the  poor  nature  of  the  present 
riparian  vegetation.   Habitat  improvement  would  enhance  the  suitability  of 
the  tailwater  as  a  fishery." 

Page  4-155,  add  in  to  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  section  at  the  end:   As 
with  Rock  Creek  Reservoir,  the  River  District  has  agreed  to  provide  $10,000 
annually  for  stocking  of  the  reservoir  as  enhancement. 

4.4.8.2  Wildlife  Mitigation.   Page  4-163,  delete  third  item  from  top 
of  page  that  begins:   "North,  South,  and  on  top  of..." 

4.4.9   Land  Use  Plans  (Muddy  Creek).   Page  4-164,  second  paragraph, 
first  sentence  should  read:   "Approximately  1,460  acres  of  public  land 
within  the  reservoir  area  are  in  Visual  Resource  Class  II  and  700  acres  are 
in  Visual  Resource  Class  III." 

4.4.12  Recreational  Resources.  Last  paragraph,  page  4-169.  Delete 
last  paragraph  and  replace  with  following:  The  BLM  will  require  that  the 
River  District  be  responsible  for  managing  the  proposed  campground  on  the 
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reservoir  and  the  parking  area  near  the  dam.   It  is  expected  that  the  River 
District  will  arrange  for  management  by  the  Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and 
Outdoor  Recreation.   These  facilities  would  provide  the  necessary  services 
for  anticipated  visitor  use  of  the  area. 

4.5.4.4   Future  Projects.   Second  paragraph,  first  sentence.   Delete 
the  phrase  "if  Rock  Creek  was  selected  and  constructed  at  this  time." 


2.6  Mitigation  (SDEIS  Chapter  S-O) 

5.2.6.   Cultural  Resources.   Page  5-16,  add  in  to  beginning  of  first 
sentence:   "Following  consultation  with  the  Colorado  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (SHPO) ,  ..." 

Add  in  to  third  sentence:   "...  are  located,  following  consultation 
with  the  SHPO,  the  site  ..." 

5.3.2  Water  Quality.   Add  the  following  paragraph  to  the  bottom  of 
page  5-17:   Under  contract  to  the  River  District,  the  U.  S.  Geological 
Survey  will  monitor  water  quality  in  the  reservoir  so  that  if  problems  are 
identified,  corrective  action  in  the  operation  plan  can  be  evaluated.   The 
monitoring  will  be  conducted  at  three  sites  (near  inflow,  mid-reservoir, 
and  near  dam)  on  the  surface  of  the  reservoir  and  at  two  sites  (mid- 
reservoir  and  near  dam)  on  the  bottom  of  the  reservoir.   Sampling  will  be 
conducted  three  times  each  year  (May,  July,  and  September)  and  will  include 
nutrients,  major  ions,  selenium,  chlorophyll  a,  phytoplankton,  and  trace 
metals.   Lake  profiles  of  temperature,  specific  conductance,  pH,  dissolved 
oxygen,  and  secchi  disc  readings  will  be  done  at  all  sites  each  visit. 

5.3.4  Wildlife .   Page  5-20,  add  in  to  last  partial  paragraph, 
following  first  sentence:   The  mitigation  goal  is  to  replace  all  lost 
wildlife  values  with  inkind  values. 

5.3.4.1.   Lower  Muddy  Creek.   Page  5-21  and  the  first  paragraph  of 
page  5-23  should  be  replaced  with  the  following  update  of  the  lower  Muddy 
Creek  mitigation  site  and  HEP  evaluation. 

5.3.4.1.   Lower  Muddy  Creek.   Approximately  390  acres  of  bottomland 
and  20  acres  of  stream  in  the  proposed  lower  Muddy  Creek  mitigation  site  is 
of  prime  interest  for  mitigating  wetland  associated  impacts.   Of  those 
acres,  approximately  149  acres  are  managed  by  the  BLM,  161  acres  are 
privately  owned  and  80  acres  are  owned  by  the  State  of  Colorado.   The  site 
has  an  average  elevation  of  about  7350  feet.   Several  landowners  are 
involved  with  the  161  acres  of  private  land.   Nearly  all  of  acreages 
involved  are  used  for  the  grazing  of  cattle  and  horses,  either  privately  or 
as  part  of  Federal  or  State  grazing  leases.   The  161  acres  of  private  land 
are  part  of  three  larger  ownership  blocks  that  total  approximately  640 
acres.   It  is  likely  that  an  entire  block  will  have  to  be  purchased  in 
order  to  obtain  the  acres  of  interest  at  a  cost  of  about  $462,000. 

Muddy  Creek  has  degraded  considerably,  leaving  many  sections  of  stream 
bank  high  and  dry.   The  area  has  been  very  heavily  grazed  by  wild  and 
domestic  ungulates.   Consequently,  most  of  the  riparian  habitat  is  in 
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relatively  poor  condition.   Opportunity  exists  to  replace  the  willow  and 
Cottonwood  riparian  habitat  on  the  private  or  government  lands  and  to 
reorient  the  management  of  other  bottomlands  in  order  to  facilitate 
restoration  of  the  riparian  zone.   The  acres  of  interest  could  also  be 
managed  to  replace  some  of  the  lost  acres  of  naturally  and  artificially 
irrigated  meadow.   There  is  ample  room  for  establishing  small  ponds  and 
slow  moving  stream  and  cattail  habitat  within  the  bottomlands  on  the 
privately  owned  land.   All  390  acres  of  bottomland  being  considered  plus 
additional  acreage  upslope  could  be  improved  for  wintering  big  game 
animals,  particularly  deer.   Improvement  on  the  flat  bottomlands  is  not  the 
first  choice  for  improving  winter  range,  but  rather  a  side  benefit. 

Potential  impacts  at  Muddy  Creek  are  expressed  in  terms  of  acres 
inundated  or  otherwise  affected  for  certain  wetland  habitat  types,  but  the 
wildlife  values  associated  with  these  types  are  expressed  in  terms  of 
Habitat  Units.   The  reader  is  referred  to  Section  5.2.4  SDEIS  for  a 
discussion  on  Habitat  Units  (HU's)  and  interpretation  of  the  information  in 
Table  5.3.4.1.   The  same  assumptions  and  techniques  referred  to  in  the 
section  on  Rock  Creek  apply  to  Muddy  Creek.   A  separate  technical  report 
(Pekins  and  Hugie,  1986)  details  the  HEP  study  conducted  at  Muddy  Creek  to 
determine  the  HU's  present  at  the  proposed  reservoir  site. 

A  HEP  study  conducted  on  the  proposed  mitigation  sites  in  1987  (Hugie 
and  Masslich,  1988)  quantified  the  present  HU's  for  wildlife  indicator 
species.   Table  5.3.4.1  compares  HU's  lost  with  the  proposed  reservoir  to 
HUs  available  at  the  lower  Muddy  Creek  mitigation  site.   The  table 
indicates  that  HU's  lost  will  be  totally  replaced  for  beaver  and  yellow 
warbler  by  using  173  acres  and  161  acres,  respectively,  of  the  lower  Muddy 
Creek  site.   In  fact,  considerable  excess  will  occur  for  both  species. 
Mitigation  for  the  elk  model  will  require  364  acres  of  the  site  (out  of  the 
total  390  acres  of  bottomland)  and  will  produce  an  excess  of  15  HU's. 

Following  analysis  and  review  of  the  initial  HEP  results,  it  was 
decided  that  all  the  models  used  were  driven  to  a  large  extent  by  vegetal 
parameters  associated  with  woody  species,  and  that  an  additional  model  was 
needed  to  further  quantify  wildlife  habitat  value  associated  with  the  wet 
sub- irrigated  meadow  cover  type.   Therefore,  a  generalized  model,  called 
the  General  Wetlands  Habitat  Model  (GWH) ,  was  developed  for  this  purpose. 
The  model  used  optimum  values  when  conditions  were  similar  to  pristine  or 
lightly  grazed  wet  meadow  habitat  in  surrounding  or  similar  areas. 
Mitigation  for  the  GWH  model  would  require  all  of  the  210  acres  of  wet 
subirrigated  meadow  habitat  type  in  the  mitigation  area  and  would  produce 
163  HU's  of  GWH  habitat,  23  short  of  fully  mitigating  for  the  186  HU's  lost 
on  the  project  area  (Tables  5.3.4.1  and  5.3.4.2).   Assuming  that  the  lands 
used  to  mitigate  these  23  habitat  units  will  be  in  similar  or  worse 
condition  to  the  best  wet  meadow  in  the  reservoir  basin  (i.e.,  HSI  - 
0.470),  approximately  43  additional  acres  will  be  needed.   This  additional 
land  will  be  acquired  from  one  or  a  combination  of  the  following  areas  in 
order  of  preference:   1)  upland  areas  within  the  lower  Muddy  Creek 
mitigation  area  that  can  be  irrigated  and  converted  to  wetland  habitat;  2) 
wetlands  within  the  lower  Muddy  Creek  drainage  south  of  the  present 
mitigation  area;  3)  wetlands  occupying  tributary  drainages  on  the  perimeter 
of  the  proposed  reservoir;  and  4)  offsite  wetlands.   If  additional  land  is 
required,  it  will  be  acquired  during  the  purchase  of  the  land  necessary  for 
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the  operation  of  the  reservoir  prior  to  construction.   Purchase  of  this 
additional  mitigation  land  could  cost  up  to  $112,500.   This  additional 
mitigation  area,  in  conjunction  with  the  primary  mitigation  area,  would 
result  in  total  mitigation  of  all  wetland  wildlife  values  impacted  by  the 
proposed  reservoir. 

In  tracking  the  contents  of  this  FEIS  with  past  drafts  and  related 
documents,  readers  may  have  noted  changes  in  the  HEP  values  presented. 
There  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  these  changes.   All  reasons  and  their 
associated  changes  relate  to  making  the  document  as  correct  and  responsive 
to  concerns  of  the  public  involved  as  possible.   Some  of  the  reasons  for 
the  changes  include  changes  in  the  applicant's  proposal  in  reservoir  size, 
modification  of  models  to  meet  the  Muddy  Creek  environment  more  closely, 
constant  refinement  of  data,  rounding  of  figures  (particularly  HSI's)  and 
the  need  to  respond  to  specific  agency  concerns.   The  HEP  process  was 
intended  to  be  a  dynamic  process  or  tool  for  quantifying  habitat  quality. 
To  that  end,  the  HEP  data  presented  are  consistent  and  as  correct  as 
possible  within  the  constraints  of  the  project.   One  other  point  should  be 
made,  HEP  data  including  the  HU's  generated  for  this  project  should  be 
viewed  within  a  range  of  plus  or  minus  10  to  20  percent  because  of  sampling 
error. 

Replace  Tables  5.3.4.1  and  5.3.4.2  with  the  following  to  update  and 
clarify  the  HEP  results.   See  Chapter  3.0  for  a  summary  of  the  final 
mitigation  plan  and  additional  information  on  wildlife  and  wetlands 
mitigation  requirements. 

The  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  provided  comments  on  the 
SDEIS  by  letter  dated  November  21,  1988  (see  Chapter  7.0,  Comment  Letter 
No.  103).   Subsequently,  the  USFWS  provided  comments  on  the  Draft  Final 
Mitigation  Plan  for  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  (Colorado  Field  Office, 
February  14,  1988).   The  latter  comment  letter  expressed  concerns  with 
wetlands  issues,  specifically,  "the  inconsistency  in  the  Habitat  Evaluation 
Procedures  (HEP)  results,  the  adequacy  of  the  general  wetlands  habitat 
model,  and  the  adequacy  of  the  number  of  acres  proposed  to  replace  habitat 
values  lost  in  the  wet  sub- irrigated  meadow  of  the  inundation  area"  (see 
Appendix  C) .   HEP  analysis  and  the  general  wetlands  habitat  model  are 
discussed  above.   The  results  of  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
jurisdictional  wetlands  survey  are  discussed  in  Section  2.5  and  summarized 
in  Section  3.2. 


2.7   Literature  Cited  (SDEIS  Chapter  9.0).   The  following  supplementary 
references  should  be  added: 

Adamus,  P.  R.,  and  L.  T.  Stockwell,  1983,  A  Method  for  Wetland  Functional 
Assessment,  Volumes  1  and  2,  Report  No.  FHWA- IP-82-23  and  FHWA-IP-82 
24.   U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C. 

Bio/West,  Inc.,  1989,  Mitigation  Plan  for  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 

Project.   For  BLM  Colorado  State  Office  and  U.  S.  Forest  Service 
Rocky  Mountain  Region,  Lakewood,  Colorado. 
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Table  5.3.4.2.  The  specific  effects  of  Improving  habitat  parameters  on  Sl8\  HSIs  and  HUs  for  HEP 
evaluation  species  on  the  proposed  Muddy  Creek  mitigation  sites. 


HEP  EVALUATION  SPECIES:  BEAVER 

Variable 

Variable 
Description 

Existing 
Value 

SI 

Post-Mamt. 
Value         SI 

Acres 
Involved 

1 

%  tree  canopy 
closure  0-100  m 
from  water 

24% 

.20 

35% 

.25 

173 

2 

%  tree  2.5-15.2 
cm  DBH,  0-100  m 
from  water 

25% 

.40 

30% 

.44 

173 

4 

%  canopy  cover 
of  shrubs  0-1 00  m 
from  water 

24% 

.60 

40% 

1.0 

173 

5 

Mean  height  of 
shrubs  0-100  m 
from  water 

183  cm 

.93 

200  cm 

1.0 

173 

6 

%  tree  canopy 
closure  100-200  m 
from  water 

0 

0 

5% 

.12 

173 

7 

%  trees  2.5-15.2 
cm  DBH,  100-200  m 
from  water 

0 

0 

50% 

.61 

173 

9 

%  canopy  cover  of 
shrubs  100-200  m 
from  water 

0 

0 

40% 

.10 

173 

10 

Mean  heights  of 
shrub  canopy 
100-200  m  from 
water 

0 

0 

150  cm 

.76 

173 

Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  Site 
HSI     Acres 

.526     38 

Muddv 
Existing 
HUs                 HSI    Acres 

20                       .50      135 

Creek  MItiaation  Sites 

Post  Management 
HUs          HSI     Acres    HUs 

68               .65       173         114 

Overall 
Net  Gain 
in  HUs 

-»-26 
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Table  5.3.4.2  Continued 


HEP  EVALUATION  SPECIES:  ELX 

Veg.  Type          Variable 
Variable             Description 

Existing 
Value 

SI 

Post-Mamt.           Acres 
Value         SI          Involved 

Willow  Riparian 

1                         %  iierb  cover 

30% 

.8 

90% 

1.0 

2                         %  herb  cover  that  is 

53% 

1.0 

53% 

1.0 

graminoid 

3                         %  shrub  cover  <2  m 

7% 

.2 

30% 

1.0 

in  height 

Wet  Sub-Irrigated  Meadow 

1                        %  herb  cover 

30% 

.8 

90% 

1.0 

2                        %  herb  cover  that  is 

88% 

1.0 

88% 

1.0 

graminoid 

3                         %  shrub  cover  <2  m 

2% 

.05 

15% 

.5 

in  height 

Muddy  Creek                         Existina  Creei(  MItlaatlon  Sites 
Reservoir  Site                        Existing                        Post  Management 
HSI     Acres      HUs                HSI    Acres    HUs         HSi    Acres    HUs 

Overall 
Net  Gain 
in  HUs 

.???     866          193                   .30      364 

109 

.87 

364 

317 

+  15 
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Table  5.3.4.2.  Continued 


HEP  EVALUATION  SPECIES:  YELLOW  WARBLER 

Variable 

Variable                                 Existina                   Post-Mamt. 
Description                              Value         SI            Value         SI 

Acres 
Involved 

deciduous  shrub 
crown  cover 


24.4%         .41  40%  .66         161 


average  height 
shrubs 


181.3cm    .92  200  cm       1.0         161 


%  deciduous 
shrub  cover 
hydrophytic 
shrubs 


30%  .32  45%  .51  161 


Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  Site 
HSI     Acres      HUs 
.35      41  14 


Existing  Creek  Mitigation  Sites  Overall 

Existing  Post  Management  Net  Gain 

HSI    Acres    HUs         HSI    Acres    HUs  in  HUs 

.35      154         54  .58      161         93  +25 
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Table  5.3.4.2  Continued 


HEP  EVALUATION  SPECIES:  GWH 

Variable 

Existlna 

Post-Mamt. 

Acres 

Variable 

Description 

Value 

SI 

Value 

SI 

Involved 

1 

percent  hert)aceous 

45.0% 

.33 

90 

1.0 

210 

cover 

2 

percent  herbceous  cover 
tliat  is  graminoid 

88.0% 

1.0 

88.0% 

1.0 

210 

3 

herbaceous  height 

13cm 

.22 

60cm 

1.0 

210 

Muddy  Creek 

Existlna  Creek  MItiaation 

Sites 

Overall 

Reservoir  Site 

Existing 

Post  Management 

Net  Gain 

HSI     Acres 

HUs 

HSi    Acres 

HUs         HSI 

Acres 

HUs 

in  HUs 

.225     825 

186 

.225   210 

47              1.0 

210 

210 

-23 
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Federal  Interagency  Committee  for  Wetland  Delineation,  1988,  Federal  Manual 
for  Identifying  and  Delineating  Jurisdictional  Wetlands.   U.  S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  U.  S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  and  U.  S.  D.  A.  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
Washington,  D.C.   Cooperative  Technical  Publication.   76  pp.,  plus 
appendices . 

Grah,  0.  J.,  1989,  Wetlands  Inventory  of  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Site  and 
Mitigation  Area  Near  Kremmling,  Colorado.   Bio/West,  Inc.,  Logan, 
Utah,  for  Department  of  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Grand  Junction, 
Colorado, 

Petts,  G.  E. ,  1984,  Impounded  Rivers,  Perspectives  for  Ecological 

Management.   Wiley  Interscience  Publication,  John  Wiley  and  Sons,  New 
York,  New  York. 

Resource  Consultants,  Inc.,  1989,  Supplementary  Hydrology  Technical  Report 
for  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   For  BLM,  Kremmling  Resource  Area,  and 
Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District,  Glenwood  Springs, 
Colorado, 

Rosgen,  D.  L. ,  1985,  A  Stream  Classification  System.   Paper  presented  at 

the  North  American  Riparian  Conference,  Tucson,  Arizona,  April  16-18, 
1985. 

Schrieber,  J.  D.,  and  D.  L.  Rausch,  1979,  Suspended  Sediment  -  Phosphorus 
Relationships  for  the  Inflow  and  Outflow  of  a  Flood  Detention 
Reservoir.   Journal  of  Environmental  Quality:   8(4), 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  1987,  Rock  Creek/Muddy 

Creek  Reservoir,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Rocky  Mountain 
Region,  Lakewood,  Colorado,  August. 

U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service/U.  S.  Department  of 

Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1988,  Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir,  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Rocky 
Mountain  Region  and  Colorado  State  Office,  Lakewood,  Colorado, 
August. 


2 . 8   Appendix  C 

Page  C-1,  first  paragraph,  add  after  last  sentence,  "This  appendix 
contains  a  sample  of  a  U.  S.  Forest  Service  Plan  applicable  to  Rock  Creek. 
A  similar  plan  would  be  applicable  to  the  Muddy  Creek  site  and  will  be 
required  prior  to  permitting  the  project. 

Page  C-3,  first  paragraph,  add  after  last  sentence,  "Recommended  Best 
Management  Practices  (BMP)  as  developed  and  approved  by  the  State  of 
Colorado  for  the  Non-point  Source  Task  Force  for  erosion  and  road 
construction  will  be  used  where  applicable." 
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Page  C-16,  add  the  following  section  before  Section  V: 

C.   Water  Quality  Monitoring.   A  water  quality  monitoring  program 
will  be  stipulated  in  the  land  use  agreement.   Permanent  recording 
stream  gages  will  be  installed  to  monitor  reservoir  inflow  and 
outflow.   The  proponent  will  fund  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  gages  and  has  contracted  with  the  U.  S.  Geological 
Survey  to  monitor  water  quality  in  the  reservoir  so  that  if  problems 
are  identified,  corrective  action  in  the  operation  plan  can  be 
evaluated.   The  monitoring  will  be  conducted  at  three  sites  (near 
inflow,  mid- reservoir ,  and  near  dam)  on  the  surface  of  the  reservoir 
and  at  two  sites  (mid-reservoir  and  near  dam)  on  the  bottom  of  the 
reservoir.   Sampling  will  be  conducted  three  times  each  year  (May, 
July,  and  September)  and  will  include  nutrients,  major  ions, 
selenium,  chlorophyll  a,  phytoplankton,  and  trace  metals.   Lake 
profiles  of  temperature,  specific  conductance  pH,  dissolved  oxygen, 
and  secchi  disc  readings  will  be  done  at  all  sites  each  visit. 

2 .9   Substitution  Agreement 

To  implement  the  proposed  action,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation)  would  be  required  to  execute  an 
agreement  which  would  provide  for  water  substitution  between  the  proposed 
Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  and  Green  Mountain  Reservoir.   See  discussion  in 
Sections  1.1  (Introduction)  and  2.5  (Environmental  Consequences  -  Surface 
Water  Resources)  in  this  FEIS  for  details. 

During  recent  negotiations  on  the  Substitution  Agreement  between  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Denver  Water  Board,  the  Northern  Colorado  Water 
Conservancy  District,  and  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District, 
Denver  has  requested  allowing  the  use  of  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  to  fulfill 
the  historic  functions  of  Williams  Fork  Reservoir  if,  for  some  unforeseen 
reason,  Williams  Fork  Reservoir  is  not  available  for  Denver's  use  as  a 
result  of  an  outage.   An  example  of  an  outage  situation  might  be  draining 
the  active  storage  capacity  of  a  reservoir  to  make  structural  repairs  on 
the  outlet  works  of  a  dam. 

It  is  not  possible  to  predict  the  details  of  an  outage  at  Williams 
Fork  Reservoir.   However,  all  exchanges  or  substitutions  on  the  Blue  River 
involving  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  (including  the  proposed  Substitution 
Agreement)  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (normally 
delegated  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation) .   If  an  outage  were  to  occur  at 
Denver's  Williams  Fork  Reservoir,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  have 
the  opportunity  to  review  and  approve  any  proposed  exchange  or  substitution 
related  to  an  outage  on  a  case  by  case  basis.   Similarly,  Muddy  Creek  could 
serve  as  an  emergency  source  of  water  for  the  West  Slope  in  the  event  the 
Bureau's  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  were  to  experience  an  outage.   Again,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  have  the  opportunity  to  review  and  approve 
the  specific  conditions  of  any  substitution  or  exchange  proposed. 
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3.0   SUMMARY  OF  FINAL  MITIGATION  PLAN  FOR  MUDDY  CREEK 


3, 1   Xntroduction 

Impacts  that  would  occur  to  wetlands,  wildlife,  and  a  rare  plant  due 
to  the  proposed  Muddy  Creek  reservoir  were  discussed  in  both  the  Draft  EIS 
(USDA-FS  1987)  and  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  (USDA/USDI  1988)  for  the  proposed 
project.   Wetland  impacts  included  892  acres  of  bottomland  exhibiting 
wetland  characteristics,  most  in  relatively  poor  condition  due  to  intensive 
agricultural  practices  including  irrigation.   A  wetlands  jurisdictional 
study  was  completed  in  1989  and  showed  that  only  about  300  acres  of  the 
892  acres  of  bottomland  were  jurisdictional  wetlands  as  defined  by  the  U. 
S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.   Wildlife  impacts  centered  on  loss  of  winter 
habitat  and  associated  forage.   Rare  plant  impacts  include  both  direct  loss 
due  to  construction  of  the  reservoir  and  indirect  impacts  due  to 
recreational  use  of  areas  surrounding  the  reservoir.   Mitigation  for  these 
impacts  was  discussed  in  both  the  Draft  EIS  and  Supplemental  Draft  DEIS, 
but  in  fairly  general  terms.   Following  selection  of  the  Muddy  Creek 
alternative  as  the  Preferred  Alternative,  a  detailed  mitigation  plan  was 
prepared  for  the  Muddy  Creek  site.   This  chapter  summarizes  that  plan, 
which  is  available  for  review  at  the  BLM  Area  Office  in  Kremmling, 
Colorado.   Impacts  and  mitigation  are  discussed  for  wetlands,  big  game,  and 
Osterhout's  milkvetch,  a  rare  plant.   Table  3.1  summarizes  the  impacts, 
mitigating  measures  proposed  to  offset  those  impacts,  and  the  expected 
results  of  mitigation.   The  overall  goal  of  mitigation  is  replacement  of 
all  impacted  values  in  a  location  as  close  to  the  area  of  impact  as 
possible.   Where  any  differences  exist  between  the  Final  Mitigation  Plan 
and  Chapter  5.0  SDEIS,  the  information  in  the  Final  Mitigation  Plan  (as 
summarized  in  this  chapter)  takes  precedence. 


3.2  Wetlands 

A  team  comprised  of  federal,  state,  and  independent  biologists  was 
formed  in  1985  to  guide  the  impact  analysis  and  mitigation  process.   A 
total  of  892  acres  of  bottomland  exhibiting  wetland  characteristics  would 
be  impacted  by  the  proposed  reservoir  project,  including  682  acres  of 
wetland  habitat  in  poor  condition  due  to  overgrazing  and  other  agricultural 
activities,  and  210  acres  of  wetland  habitat  in  good  condition.   Table  3.2 
summarizes  the  wetland  habitat  types  found  in  the  Muddy  Creek  area,  and  how 
these  wetlands  would  be  impacted.   All  the  functional  values  of  the 
impacted  wetland  habitat  except  wildlife  habitat  would  be  replaced  by  the 
reservoir.   Therefore,  wildlife  values  are  the  only  functional  values  that 
require  mitigation.   (See  discussion  Chapter  2.0,  Section  4.4.6.2). 

A  jurisdictional  wetlands  inventory  (Grah,  1989)  was  conducted  on  the 
reservoir  area  and  mitigation  area  in  1989  which  verified  the  acreage  of 
wetland  habitat  in  the  Muddy  Creek  bottomlands  and  concluded  that  about  300 
acres  of  the  reservoir  bottomlands  were  jurisdictional  wetlands. 
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Table  3.1 
Summary  of  Impacta.  Mlt Igat ion/Conservat ion  Meaaurea  and  Expected  Results 
for  Wetland.  BIk  Game,  and  Rare  Plants  Associated 
with  the  Proposed  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir* 


Impact 


Mitigation/Conservation  Measure 


Expected  Result 


Wetland  Habitat 


892  acres  Impacted  Including 
682  acres  of  wetland  habitat 
In  poor  condition,  and  210 
acres  of  wetland  habitat  In 
good  condition. 


Enhance,  restore,  and  create 
wetlands  on  460  acres  by 
removing  grazing,  developing 
an  Irrigation  system,  and 
planting  37  acres  willow  and  7 
acres  cottonwood.   Establish 
a  monitoring  program  to  ensure 
success . 


Produce  a  net  Increase 
In  wetland  wlldllfa 
values  by  replacing 
more  values  In  the 
mitigation  area  than 
would  be  lost  In  the 
reservoir  area. 


Establish  a  monitoring,  mainten- 
ance, and  remediation  program  to 
ensure  mitigation  success. 


Loss  of  8  acres  pond  and 
3  acres  cottonwood  habitat. 


Create  8  acres  of  permanent 
pond  habitat  and  plant  7  acres 
cottonwood . 


Replace  cottonwood  and 
pond  habitat  acre-for- 
acre  . 


Big  Came 


1,523  acres  winter  range 
lost. 


Pert  11 Izat Ion /vegetation 
treatment  on  800  acres  near 
Wolford  Mtn.  and  175  acres 
along  lower  Muddy  Creek. 


Lost  forage  would  be 
replaced . 


Big  game/motorist  collisions 
Increased . 


Place  warning  signs  along 
Highway  AO. 


Big  game/motorist 
collisions  reduced  to 
present  levels  or  lower. 


Depredation  of  privately 
owned  hay  Increased. 


Use  hay  to  attract  big  game 
away  from  private  land  and 
fence  privately  owned  hay. 


Depredation  of  privately 
owned  hay  reduced  to 
present  levels  or  lower. 


Osterhout's  Mllkvetch 


Loss  of  18  acres  of  habitat 
due  to  Inundation. 


Conduct  a  5-year  conservation 
study  of  the  plant  and  Its 
habitat . 


Strengthen  the  ability 
to  protect  plant  In  the 
future . 


Indirect  loss  of  plants  and 
habitat  due  to  recreational 
use  along  reservoir. 


Protect  two  offslte  populations 
through  purchase  or  exchange. 


Provide  assurance  that 
plant  would  not  be 
disturbed  In  these  areas 
In  the  future . 


Potential  loss  of  habitat  by 
dam  access  road. 


Survey  route  prior  to  construction. 


Assure  that  additional 
direct  Impact  would  not 
occur . 


In  addition  to  the  three  major  areas  of  mitigation,  additional  enhancement  and  conservation 
measures  were  Included  In  the  mitigation  plan.   These  include  endangered  fish  conservation, 
stocking  the  reservoir  with  game  fish,  monitoring  reservoir  water  quality,  and  enhancing 
fish  habitat  in  the  tallwater  area. 

Costs  for  the  entire  mitigation,  enhancement,  and  conservation  package  are  projected  at  over 
$2  million  in  1989  dollars  (Table  3.3). 
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Table  3.2 
Summary  of  Acreages  of  Wetland  Types  Impacted 
by  Inundation  and  Construction  of  Reservoir  Facilities 


Community  Type 


Project  Component  

Inundation         Facilities 


Total  Acres 


Wet  meadow  822 

Willow  riparian  38 

Cottonwood/willow  riparian  3 

Fast  moving  stream  16 

Slow  moving  stream  1 

Standing  water  with  floating  rooted  7 

plants 

Standing  water  with  cattails  1 


825 

38 

3 

16.5 

1 

7 


TOTAL  WETLANDS 


888 


3.5 


891.5 


Table  3.3 
Summary  of  All  Costs  (1989  Dollars)  Associated 
with  the  Mitigation  Plan.  Fisheries  Enhancement  Program  and 
Rare  Fish  Conservation  Measures 


Cost  Category 


Initial  Cost 


Actual  Long 
Terra  Cost 


Sinking  Fund 
Cost** 


Wetland  wildlife  habitat  $   806,150 

(including  land) 

Impacts  to  big  game  139,000 

Impacts  to  Osterhout's  milkvetch  57,500 

Subtotal  for  mitigation  plan  $  1,002,650 

Cost  to  prepare  mitigation  plan  50,000 

Stocking  reservoir  with  fish  0 

($10,000/YR) 

uses  water  quality  monitoring  45,000 

Rare  fish  recovery  program  80,324 
(Depletion  of  7,716  ac-ft  @  $10 .41/ac-f t) 


285,000 

336,000 
10,000 

631,000 

0 
500,000 

392,000 
0 


$  136,000 

127,000 
4,400 

$  267,400 

0 
221,000 

261,000 
0 


GRAND  TOTAL 


$  1,177,974 


$  1.523,000 


$   749,400 


*  Assumes  a  50-year  project  life. 

**  This  amount  deposited  in  1989  and  returning  8%  annually,  with  an  annual  4% 
inflation  rate,  would  provide  the  actual  long  term  cost  to  conduct  the 
mitigation  at  the  time  it  would  be  required  in  the  future. 
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Impacts  to  wetland  wildlife  values  were  evaluated  using  the  Habitat 
Evaluation  Procedure  (HEP) ,  a  method  of  quantifying  wildlife  habitat  values 
using  representative  HEP  species  models.   Models  selected  by  the  team  for 
use  in  evaluating  Muddy  Creek  wetlands  were  beaver,  yellow  warbler,  and  a 
modified  elk  model.   An  additional  model,  the  general  wetlands  habitat 
model,  was  developed  and  used  to  quantify  other  wetland  wildlife  values. 
The  same  models  were  used  to  evaluate  present  conditions  on  the  mitigation 
area  selected  by  the  team,  the  bottomland  along  Muddy  creek  below  the 
proposed  dam  (Figure  3.1).   Management  actions  required  to  improve  the 
wildlife  values  of  the  mitigation  site  include  removal  of  livestock 
grazing,  development  of  an  irrigation  system,  planting  wetland  shrubs  and 
trees,  and  developing  permanent  pond  habitat  (Table  3.1).   Pond  and 
Cottonwood  habitats  were  not  adequately  covered  by  the  HEP  analysis; 
therefore,  their  wildlife  values  were  mitigated  by  acre-for-acre 
replacement.   Mitigation  would  require  about  410  acres  of  the  lower  Muddy 
Creek  site  plus  an  additional  40  to  50  acres  at  another  site  in  close 
proximity  to  the  reservoir  and  mitigation  area. 


3.3   Wildlife 

Big  game  impacts  involved  loss  of  1,523  acres  of  winter  range  for  deer 
and  elk,  potential  increased  future  depredation  on  agricultural  areas,  and 
increased  potential  for  big  game/motorist  collisions  on  Highway  40. 
Mitigation  included  fertilization  and/or  vegetation  manipulation  on  800 
acres  near  Wolford  Mountain  and  on  125  to  175  acres  near  the  wetlands 
mitigation  site  (Figure  3.1).   Hay  would  be  provided  to  attract  big  game 
away  from  agricultural  areas  and  signs  would  be  placed  along  Highway  40  to 
reduce  collision  hazards  (Table  3.1). 


3.4   Rare  Plant 

Impacts  to  Osterhout's  milkvetch  included  direct  loss  of  18  acres  of 
habitat  by  inundation,  disturbance  of  habitat  by  power  line  reconstruction, 
and  indirect  impacts  due  to  recreational  use  of  the  plant's  habitat  along 
the  proposed  reservoir.   Conservation  measures  include  securing  two  off site 
populations  by  purchase  or  exchange,  management  of  the  Muddy  Creek  project 
area  containing  the  plant  as  part  of  the  recreation  plan,  inspection  of 
construction  access  areas,  and  a  5-year  study  to  determine  the  success  of 
vegetative  manipulation  and  transplantation  of  seeds  or  adult  specimens 
into  new  habitat. 


3 . 5   Endangered  Fish 

The  USFWS  Biological  Opinion  concluded  that  the  Muddy  Creek  project 
will  cause  discrete  identifiable  additive  impacts  to  Colorado  River 
endangered  fishes  (see  Chapter  4.0).   Conservation  measures  will  include  a 
one-time  contribution  to  the  Recovery  Program  in  the  amount  of  $10.41  per 
acre-foot  of  the  project's  average  annual  depletion  ($80,324),  and 
demonstration  of  sufficient  progress  toward  appropriate  legal  protection  of 
instream  flows.   The  latter  requirement  is  met,  primarily,  by  providing 
water  releases  from  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  under  conditions  specified  in  a 
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RECOMMENDED 
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Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  between  the  USFWS  and  the  River  District 
(see  Chapter  4.0  for  a  more  detailed  summary  of  these  conditions). 


3.6  Reservoir  Water  Quality  Monitoring.   The  River  District  has  contracted 
with  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey  to  monitor  water  quality  in  the  reservoir 
so  that  if  problems  are  identified,  corrective  action  in  the  operation  plan 
can  be  evaluated.   The  monitoring  will  be  conducted  at  three  sites  (near 
inflow,  mid- reservoir ,  and  near  dam)  on  the  surface  of  the  reservoir  and  at 
two  sites  (mid-reservoir  and  near  dam)  on  the  bottom  of  the  reservoir. 
Sampling  will  be  conducted  three  times  each  year  (May,  July,  and  September) 
and  will  include  nutrients,  major  ions,  selenium,  chlorophyll  a, 
phytoplankton,  and  trace  metals.   Lake  profiles  of  temperature,  specific 
conductance,  pH,  dissolved  oxygen,  and  secchi  disc  readings  will  be  done  at 
all  sites  each  visit. 
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4.0   SUMMARY  OF  BIOLOGICAL  OPINION  FOR  MUDDY  CREEK 


4. 1   Introduction 

As  required  by  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  (16 
U.S.C.  1531  et  seq)  a  Biological  Assessment  was  submitted  to  the  U.  S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  on 
January  24,  1989,   Draft  Biological  Opinions  on  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  were 
issued  by  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  October  16,  1989  for  fish 
and  wildlife  species  and  an  endangered  plant.   This  chapter  summarizes  the 
key  elements  of  the  Biological  Opinions  and  related  conservation  measures 
agreed  to  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.   Copies  of  the  Biological  Opinions 
are  available  from  the  BLM  on  request. 

The  USFWS  is  in  agreement  with  the  Biological  Assessment  submitted  by 
the  BLM  with  regard  to  the  following  points: 

The  USFWS  concurs  that  the  Muddy  Creek  project  "may  affect"  the  bald 
eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus)  and  further  indicates  that  this 
determination  is  based  on  a  likely  beneficial  effect.   The  proposed 
reservoir  would  likely  provide  additional  food  sources,  and  an  ice 
free  tailwater  for  winter  food  gathering.   The  proposed  action  is  not 
likely  to  adversely  affect  this  listed  species,  and  therefore,  no 
further  consultation  is  required  for  the  bald  eagle. 

The  USFWS  agrees  with  the  determination  of  "no  effect"  for  the 
whooping  crane  (Grus  canadensis  tabida) .   Two  whooping  crane 
populations  remain  in  the  western  U.  S.   The  wild  population  is  never 
found  west  of  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  and  the  Dakotas ,  and 
the  other  population  which  was  cross -fostered  with  sandhill  cranes 
does  not  use  any  area  within  the  proposed  project  with  any 
consistency. 

The  USFWS  concurs  with  the  "may  affect"  determination  for  Colorado 
Squawfish  (Ptychocheilus  lucius) .  Humpback  chub  (Gila  cypha) .  and 
Bonytail  chub  (Gila  elegans)  as  described  in  the  Biological 
Assessment.   The  following  sections  summarize  potential  impacts  and 
required  conservation  measures  for  these  three  species. 

The  USFWS  concurs  that  the  Muddy  Creek  project  "may  affect"  the  plant 
Astragalus  osterhoutii.  directly  and  indirectly. 


4. 2   Threatened  and  Endangered  Fish 

Water  depletions  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  have  been 
recognized  as  a  major  source  of  impact  to  endangered  fish  species. 
Continued  water  withdrawal  has  restricted  the  ability  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  to  produce  flow  conditions  required  by  various  life  stages  of  the 
fish.   Impoundments  and  diversions  have  reduced  peak  discharges  by  50 
percent  since  1942  while  increasing  base  flows  by  21  percent  in  some 
reaches.   These  depletions,  along  with  a  number  of  other  factors,  have 
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resulted  in  such  drastic  reductions  in  the  populations  of  Colorado 
squawfish,  humpback  chub,  and  bonytail  chub  that  the  USFWS  has  listed  these 
species  as  endangered  and  has  implemented  programs  to  prevent  them  from 
becoming  extinct.   Detailed  life  history  requirements  of  the  Colorado  River 
threatened  or  endangered  fish,  including  the  razorback  sucker,  are 
presented  in  the  Biological  Assessment. 


4.2.1   Colorado  Squawfish  (Ptychocheilus  lucius).   A  marked  decline  in 
Colorado  squawfish  populations  can  be  closely  correlated  with  the 
construction  of  dams  and  reservoirs  during  the  1960's,  the  introduction  of 
non-native  fishes,  and  the  removal  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system. 
The  reach  of  currently  known  occupied  habitat  that  will  receive  the  most 
impact  due  to  the  upstream  water  withdrawals  related  to  the  proposed  Muddy 
Creek  project  is  the  mainstem  Colorado  River  between  Palisade,  Colorado  and 
its  confluence  with  the  Gunnison  River  (the  15-mile  reach).   Depletions 
resulting  from  the  Muddy  Creek  project  will  result  in  some  alteration  of 
physical  habitat  in  occupied  areas  of  the  Colorado  River  below  the 
confluence  of  the  Gunnison  River.   The  specific  impacts  are  unquantif led, 
but  the  opinion  of  the  USpyS  is  that  the  flows  contributed  by  the  Gunnison 
River  and  other  tributaries  will  prevent  habitat  and  flow  conditions  as 
critical  as  those  found  in  the  15-mile  reach. 

The  15-mile  reach  is  used  by  Colorado  squawfish  throughout  the  year 
for  a  variety  of  purposes  (spawning,  wintering,  general  adult  use,  etc.). 
The  USFWS  believes  that  these  data  point  to  the  need  to  prevent  further 
degradation  of  adult  Colorado  squawfish  habitat  in  the  15-mile  reach. 


4.2.2   Humpback  chub  (Gila  cypha) .   Humpback  chub  exist  in  two  major 
populations  in  the  upper  Colorado  River,  at  the  Black  Rocks  area  of  Ruby 
Canyon,  and  in  Westwater  Canyon.   Because  these  reaches  are  deep  and 
narrow,  the  USFWS  believes  the  Muddy  Creek  project  is  not  likely  to 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  this  species  if  the  Conservation 
Measures  outline  in  the  Biological  Opinion  are  met. 


4.2.3   Bonytail  chub  (Gila  elegans) .   Little  is  known  about  the 
biological  requirements  of  the  bonytail  chub  as  few  have  been  observed 
since  1960.   One  individual  with  bonytail- like  characteristics  was 
collected  at  Black  Rocks  in  1985  and  several  suspected  bonytail  chub  have 
been  observed  in  Cataract  Canyon.   These  fish  may  indicate  a  small  extant 
population.   Effects  of  the  Muddy  Creek  project  are  not  likely  to  further 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  bonytail  chub  if  the  Conservation 
Measures  outlined  in  the  Biological  Opinion  are  met. 


4.2.4   Razorback  sucker  (Xyrauchen  texanus).   The  razorback  sucker  is 
currently  a  candidate  for  listing  as  a  federally  endangered  species.   The 
USFWS  has  omitted  reference  to  this  species  in  their  Biological  Opinion, 
but  states  that  if  any  new  species  become  listed  as  federally  endangered. 
Section  7  consultation  would  be  reopened. 
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4.3   Project  Impacts  (Fish) 

The  Muddy  Creek  project  will  cause  discrete  identifiable  additive 
impacts  to  the  Colorado  River  endangered  fishes.   The  Muddy  Creek  project 
will  cause  additional  flow  depletions  to  existing  and  planned  water 
projects  and  additional  changes  to  historic  flow  regimes  produced  as  a 
result  of  other  water  projects.   These  projects  reduce  peak  runoff  flows  in 
April,  May,  and  June,  and  release  additional  flows  during  other  times  of 
the  year . 

The  fact  that  the  Muddy  Creek  project  would  deplete  flows  during  peak 
runoff  periods  is  of  concern  to  the  USFWS  because  this  period  is  of  great 
significance  geomorphically  and  ecologically.   Peak  spring  flows  are  very 
important  for  maintaining  channel  geomorphology ,  providing  access  to  off- 
channel  habitats,  and  preserving  suitable  spawning  substrates.   McAda  and 
Kaeding  (1989)  suggest  a  maximum  annual  streamflow  of  30,000-40,000  cfs  at 
the  Colorado-Utah  border  could  result  in  increased  reproductive  success. 
The  Muddy  Creek  project  could  reduce  the  possibility  of  achieving  this 
goal. 

The  USFWS  finds  that:   Changes  in  peak  flows  due  to  the  Muddy  Creek 
project  are  not  expected  to  appreciably  affect  the  capability  of  peak  flows 
to  flush  fine  sediment  from  cobble  substrate  in  the  15 -mile  reach;  the 
project  will  not  significantly  affect  the  current  channel  morphology  due  to 
the  armored  nature  of  the  channel;  and,  that  in  most  years,  the  project 
would  cause  small  flow  accretions  in  the  15-mile  reach  during  late  summer 
months,  but  would  deplete  late  summer  flows  during  two  out  of  twenty-one 
years . 


4.4  Biological  Opinion  (Fish) 

Based  upon  the  best  scientific  and  commercial  information  that  is 
currently  available,  it  is  the  USFWS  Biological  Opinion  that  the  Muddy 
Creek  project  is  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the 
Colorado  squawfish,  bonytail  chub,  and  humpback  chub  provided  that  the 
Conservation  Measures  described  are  implemented.   In  a  letter  dated  October 
30,  1989,  the  River  District  agreed  to  implement  the  Conservation  Measures 
the  USFWS  believes  are  necessary  to  offset  the  likelihood  of  jeopardy. 


4 . 5   Conservation  Measures  (Fish) 

The  USFWS  has  determined  that  project  depletion  impacts,  which  the 
USFWS  has  consistently  maintained  are  likely  to  jeopardize  the  listed 
fishes,  can  be  offset  by  (a)  program  activities  partially  funded  by  the 
water  project  proponents'  one-time  contribution  to  the  Recovery  Program  in 
the  amount  of  $10.41  per  acre -foot  of  the  project's  average  annual 
depletion,   and  (b)  appropriate  legal  protection  of  instream  flows  pursuant 
to  state  law.   The  USFWS  believes  it  is  essential  that  protection  of 
instream  flows  proceed  expeditiously  before  significant  water  depletions 
occur. 

The  proposed  action  would  cause  a  depletion  of  approximately  7,716 
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acre-feet  per  year  during  project  operation.   With  respect  to  item  (a), 
above,  the  applicant  will  make  a  one-time  payment  of  $10.41  per  acre-foot 
of  average  annual  depletion,  or  a  total  payment  of  $80,324. 

With  respect  to  item  (b) ,  above,  the  USFWS  evaluated  progress  under 
the  Recovery  Program.   This  evaluation  considered  (a)  progress  in  all  areas 
of  instream  flow  protection  (including  the  good  faith  effort  by 
participants  in  the  Recovery  Program) ,  (b)  progress  in  other  recovery 
elements,  and  (c)  the  magnitude  of  impacts  of  the  Muddy  Creek  project  on 
the  endangered  fishes.   The  USFWS  gave  consideration  to  progress  in  the 
drainage  where  project  impacts  occur  as  well  as  progress  in  other  parts  of 
the  basin. 

The  USFWS  Biological  Opinion  lists  progress  to  date  under  the  Recovery 
Program  that  the  USFWS  evaluated  in  making  the  sufficient  progress 
determination  for  the  Muddy  Creek  project.   The  following  are  specific 
elements  of  progress  that  may  lead  to  protection  of  instream  flows  in  the 
Colorado  River,  and  thus,  contribute  to  offsetting  impacts  from  the  Muddy 
Creek  project. 

1.  Finalization  of  the  USFWS  flow  recommendation  for  the  15-mile  reach 
for  the  months  of  July,  August,  and  September  (complete). 

2.  Implementation  Committee  concurrence  with  the  USFWS  work  plan  for 
quantifying  flow  recommendations  in  the  15 -mile  reach  for  October- 
June  (complete) . 

3.  Execution  of  an  agreement  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Grand 
Valley  water  users  to  assure  delivery  of  Ruedi  Reservoir  releases  to 
the  head  of  the  15-mile  reach  (complete) . 

4.  Execution  of  an  agreement  among  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board,  the  USFWS,  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  protect  Ruedi 
Reservoir  releases  through  the  15-mile  reach  (in  progress). 

5.  Implementation  of  a  study  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  evaluate 
alternatives  for  supplying  instream  flows  in  the  15-mile  reach 
(complete) . 

6.  Agreement  by  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board  to  aggressively 
pursue  an  instream  flow  right  for  the  15-mile  reach  for  the  months  of 
July,  August,  and  September  for  the  amount  recommended  by  the 
Implementation  Committee  (in  progress). 

Based  on  its  evaluation,  the  USFWS  has  determined  that  progress  under 
the  Recovery  Program  has  not  been  sufficient  to  offset  the  depletion 
impacts  of  the  Muddy  Creek  project.   To  date,  no  water  rights  have  been 
acquired  under  the  Recovery  Program  and  there  is  significant  uncertainty 
that  progress  will  in  fact  lead  to  protection  of  instream  flows  in  a  timely 
manner.   Furthermore,  progress  in  other  recovery  elements  has  yet  to  result 
in  substantive  protection  of  habitat  or  enhancement  of  the  populations  of 
the  listed  species. 
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Thus,  a  conservation  measure  in  addition  to  the  depletion  charge  will 
be  required  in  order  to  avoid  jeopardizing  the  continued  existence  of  the 
listed  species.   The  additional  conservation  measure  is  embodied  in  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  (Appendix  C  to  the  Biological  Opinion) 
whereby  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  has  agreed  with  the 
USFWS  to  release  3,000  acre -feet  of  water  from  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 
approximately  three  out  of  five  years  (as  a  long-term  average)  for  delivery 
to  the  15-mile  reach  during  the  period  from  July  15  to  October  15.   The 
Service  has  analyzed  the  potential  benefits  of  the  releases  and  has 
determined  that  they  will  contribute  to  achieving  the  USFWS  700-1,200  cfs 
flow  recommendation  for  the  15 -mile  reach  and  thus,  contribute  to 
offsetting  the  impacts  of  the  Muddy  Creek  Project. 

The  3,000  acre -feet  of  water  from  Muddy  Creek  is  being  provided  by  the 
River  District  until  such  time  as  the  Recovery  Program  acquires  and  legally 
protects  an  equivalent  amount  of  water  in  the  15 -mile  reach.   However,  the 
USFWS,  if  requested  by  the  River  District,  will  evaluate  whether  progress 
under  the  Recovery  Program  that  results  in  significant  protection  of 
instream  flows  in  other  parts  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  is 
sufficient  to  relieve  the  River  District  of  its  commitment  under  the  MOU. 

The  MOU  between  the  USFWS  and  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation 
District  represents  a  commitment  to  a  process  to  provide  flows  for  rare 
Colorado  River  fishes  in  the  reach  of  the  mainstem  Colorado  River  from  the 
Grand  Valley  Irrigation  Company  Diversion  Dam  to  the  confluence  with  the 
Gunnison  River  (15-mile  reach).   These  flows  are  to  be  provided  on  an 
interim  basis  until  the  USFWS  determines  that  sufficient  instream  flows 
have  been  acquired  through  the  Recovery  Program  to  offset  the  impacts  of 
the  Muddy  Creek  project.   The  MOU  includes  the  following  special  terms  and 
conditions : 

1.    The  River  District  will  determine,  on  an  annual  basis,  the  amount  of 
water  actually  available  for  operational  releases  to  provide  flows  to 
the  15-mile  reach  for  the  rare  Colorado  fishes.   The  criteria  to 
determine  availability  of  water  for  this  purpose  include: 

a.  Each  year  after  completion  of  the  May  1  snowmelt  runoff 
forecast,  an  evaluation  will  be  made  to  estimate  the  releases 
required  for  contractual  requirements  as  described  in  the  Muddy 
Creek  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) ,  wetlands 
mitigation  requirements,  and  reservoir  evaporation  and  other 
losses.   If  that  amount  of  release  and  loss  will  provide  an 
October  15  target  storage  of  50,000  acre -feet  or  more,  the 
River  District  will  notify  the  USFWS  of  the  estimated  amount  of 
water  available  to  provide  for  release  to  the  15 -mile  reach. 
Using  this  estimate,  the  USFWS  will  notify  the  River  District, 
by  June  15,  of  the  pattern  of  delivery  of  the  available  water 
to  the  15-mile  reach. 

b.  The  requested  flow  release  to  the  15-mile  reach  will  be  made  up 
to  a  total  calendar  year  release  of  3,000  acre -feet  during  the 
period  from  July  15  to  October  15,  as  requested  by  the  USFWS. 
Such  flow  release  shall  not  exceed  100  cfs.   Releases  will  be 
measured  at  the  outlet  works  of  Muddy  Creek. 
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c.     During  the  period  of  the  MOU,  the  availability  of  water  for  any 
other  non-contractual  uses,  as  identified  in  the  Muddy  Creek 
Final  EIS  (such  as  releases  for  the  fishery  in  Muddy  Creek  or 
recreation  flows  in  the  Colorado  River) ,  will  be  subordinate  to 
the  availability  of  water  for  the  uses  identified  in  1 . a  and 
1 . b  above . 

2.  In  determining  the  amount  of  water  available  for  flow  release  to  the 
15-raile  reach,  the  River  District  simulated  the  hydrologic  conditions 
of  the  1953-1982  period.   If  similar  runoff  conditions  were  repeated, 
the  3,000  acre-foot  release  would  be  available  in  3  out  of  5  years  as 
a  long-term  average.   It  is  understood  that  there  may  be  shorter 
periods  when  this  long  term  average  release  will  not  be  achieved. 

3.  The  MOU  is  intended  to  provide  an  interim  source  of  water  and  is 
credited  to  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  until  such  time  as  the  Recovery 
Program  acquires  a  more  permanent  source  of  water. 

4.  If  the  MOU  is  still  in  effect  after  15  years  from  the  date  of 
execution  (because  replacement  water  has  not  been  acquired) , 
consultation  will  be  reinitiated  to  evaluate  the  continuing  need  for 
no  more  than  the  amount  of  water  as  provided  for  in  the  MOU  or  other 
options  that  may  be  available  for  offsetting  project  depletions. 

The  USFWS  believes  that  the  provision  of  flows  in  the  15-mile  reach  is 
important  to  the  continued  survival  and  recovery  of  the  rare  Colorado  River 
fishes.   The  instream  flows  provided  under  the  MOU  (which  could  increase 
the  flow  by  50  cfs  for  a  30-day  period) ,  will  contribute  incrementally  to 
the  USFWS 's  goal  of  protecting  flows  in  the  15-mile  reach  for  the 
maintenance  of  habitat  for  the  rare  Colorado  River  fishes,  and  will  offset 
the  depletion  impacts  of  the  Muddy  Creek  project. 


4 . 6   Endangered  Plant 

Astragalus  osterhoutii  is  a  herbaceous  perennial  wildflower  endemic 
to  Middle  Park,  a  sagebrush  basin  in  north-central  Colorado.   It  is 
restricted  to  badlands  of  Upper  Cretaceous  Niobrara  and  Pierre  Shale  and  of 
Tertiary  (Miocene  Troublesome  Formation)  siltstone  sediments  at  2,250-2,350 
meters  (7,450-7,700  feet)  elevation  within  6  miles  to  the  north  and  east  of 
the  town  of  Kremmling.   Astragalus  osterhoutii  was  described  in  1923  by 
Marcus  E.  Jones  (1923)  from  material  collected  in  1905  and  1906  by  George 
Osterhout,  an  early  Colorado  botanist. 

There  are  an  estimated  25,000  to  50,000  of  Osterhout 's  milkvetch 
plants,  approximately  90  percent  of  the  total  for  the  species,  in  the 
vicinity  of  Muddy  Creek.   The  remaining  10  percent  of  the  species  occurs  on 
the  eastern  and  western  extremities  of  the  range  at  Troublesome  and  Red 
Dirt  Creek  (a  tributary  of  Muddy  Creek),  respectively. 
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4. 7   Project  Impacts  (Plant) 

Astragalus  osterhoutii  is  a  naturally  rare  species.   It  has  only  one 
major  population  along  Muddy  Creek,  with  small  scattered  outlying  colonies 
up  to  a  distance  of  6  miles  away.   The  major  population  of  Astragalus 
osterhoutii  along  Muddy  Creek  has  an  estimated  25,000  to  50,000  plants, 
which  represent  about  90  percent  of  the  total  for  the  species,  on  132  acres 
and  is  threatened  by  the  proposed  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.   With  construction 
of  the  high  dam  proposal  at  7,485  feet  elevation,  18  acres  or  12  percent  of 
the  Muddy  Creek  population  would  be  inundated.   Also,  during  flood  stages 
there  would  be  a  short-term  rise  of  8  to  14  feet  in  the  reservoir  level 
which  would  inundate  an  undetermined  number  of  additional  plants. 
Additional  direct  losses  from  reservoir  construction  could  result  from  the 
raised  water  table  through  perennial  soil  saturation,  and  from  surface 
disturbance  due  to  construction  activities  such  as  road  building,  creation 
of  borrow  pits,  and  heavy  equipment  movement  (Grab  and  Neese  1987). 

While  direct  inundation  and  bench  sloughing  would  destroy  habitat  at 
the  lower  edges  of  the  population,  significant  secondary  impacts  to  the 
benches  around  the  reservoir  and  along  Alkali  Slough  and  Pass  Creek  could 
occur  with  the  building  of  recreation  facilities,  a  State  park  and 
campground,  and  increased  use  of  the  area  by  people  and  off- road  vehicles. 
The  presence  of  the  reservoir  would  likely  stimulate  development  on  private 
land  within  the  plant's  range  near  the  reservoir.   These  potential 
secondary  impacts  would  be  the  same  for  either  dam  height  and  could  cause 
destruction,  modification,  or  curtailment  of  Osterhout's  milkvetch  habitat 
or  range.   Depending  upon  the  degree  of  future  recreational  usage, 
secondary  impacts  from  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  may  be  even  greater  to 
Osterhout's  milkvetch  than  direct  impacts  from  reservoir  construction  (Grah 
and  Neese  1987).   In  addition  to  the  direct  impacts  mentioned  above,  80 
acres,  or  55  percent  of  the  habitat  of  Astragalus  osterhoutii.  could  be 
threatened  by  secondary  impacts  from  recreational  activities  associated 
with  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  proposal  (Bio/West  1988). 


4 . 8   Biological  Opinion  (Plant) 

Based  upon  the  best  scientific  and  commercial  information  that  is 
currently  available,  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Project,  is  not  likely  to 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  Osterhout's  milkvetch.   The 
conclusion  of  this  Biological  Opinion  that  the  project  will  not  likely 
jeopardize  this  species  is  based  upon  the  implementation  of  Conservation 
Measures  described  in  this  document.   In  a  letter  dated  October  30,  1989, 
the  River  District  agreed  to  implement  the  Conservation  Measures  the  USFWS 
believes  are  necessary  to  offset  the  likelihood  of  jeopardy. 


4 . 9   Conservation  Measures  (Plant) 

Due  to  both  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts  described  above  that 
would  result  to  Osterhout's  milkvetch  from  construction  of  the  high  dam 
(7,485  feet)  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir,  the  USFWS  has  determined  that  full 
implementation  of  the  following  conservation  measures  is  necessary  in  order 
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to  insure  that  the  proposed  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Project  Is  not  likely  to 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  Osterhout's  railkvetch. 

1.  To  offset  the  potential  indirect  impacts  that  could  occur  to  the 
plant,  off-site  compensation  will  be  required.   The  District  will 
contribute  50  percent  of  the  funds  needed  to  secure  a  parcel  of  land 
in  the  Troublesome  Creek  drainage  which  contains  the  species.   This 
parcel  is  52.5  acres  and  is  located  at  the  east  1/2,  southeast  1/4, 
T2N,  R79W,  S30,  except  that  portion  lying  west  of  Grand  County  Road 
2.   This  parcel  of  land  will  be  secured  through  the  cooperative 
efforts  of  the  District,  the  BLM,  and  the  Nature  Conservancy. 

In  addition,  the  District  will  purchase  a  parcel  of  land  containing 
the  plant  west  of  the  reservoir  of  at  least  20  acres  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  BLM  in  consultation  with  the  USFWS.   The  District 
will  donate  the  land  to  the  BLM.   Management  will  be  designed  and 
implemented  in  cooperation  with  the  BLM,  USFWS,  and  Colorado  Natural 
Areas  Program  to  favor  the  plants  in  terms  of  protection  and 
perpetuation  of  the  species. 

2.  The  District  will  manage  the  Muddy  Creek  project  area  containing  the 
plant  as  part  of  the  recreation  plan.   Management  will  include 
providing  developed  recreation  sites  away  from  areas  containing  the 
plant,  as  well  as  precluding  any  activity  that  will  impact  the 
plant's  habitat  such  as  vehicular  access.   As  such,  the  District  will 
erect  fences  along  all  access  roads  to  the  reservoir  from  U.  S. 
Highway  40  to  preclude  habitat  alteration.   The  existing  condition  of 
the  fence  along  U.  S.  Highway  40  is  sufficient  to  preclude  access  to 
the  subject  areas.   Minor  repair  and  maintenance  of  both  existing  and 
new  fences  may  be  required  at  a  later  point  during  the  life  of  the 
project.   This  action  will  require  approximately  3.0  miles  of  new 
fence . 

3.  The  District  will  have  a  qualified  rare  plant  biologist  inspect  the 
flagged  access  road  and  other  construction  activities  in  the  areas 
where  the  plant  has  been  located  in  the  past,  and  reroute  these 
features  if  plants  are  found  and  if  determined  feasible  by  the  BLM. 

4.  A  mini-study  is  to  be  implemented  by  the  District  to  determine  the 
success  of  vegetative  manipulation  and  transplantation  of  seeds  or 
adult  specimens  into  new  habitat.   This  study  will  entail  clearing, 
with  a  crawler  tractor,  two  or  more  plots  0.25  to  0.5  acres  in  size 
of  sagebrush  scrub  adjacent  to  existing  populations  but  not 
containing  plants.   In  one  of  these  plots,  adult  plants  from  the 
inundation  zone,  as  well  as  seed  from  the  plant  would  be  planted  in 
the  disturbed  site  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  establishing 
plants  in  areas  not  already  occupied.   The  other  cleared  plot  would 
be  left  as  a  control  to  compare  to  the  planted  plot,  as  well  as  to 
determine  whether  the  plant  will  pioneer  the  disturbed  site.   One  of 
the  objectives  of  the  mini-study  is  to  determine  if  the  plant  is  a 
pioneer  or  an  early  serai  species  thereby  depending  on  or  preferring 
disturbed  sites.   Further,  it  has  been  hypothesized  that  hea-vy 
grazing  pressure  in  the  sagebrush  complex  around  the  reservoir  site 
may  have  allowed  sagebrush  to  increase  in  dominance,  thus  affecting 


4-8 


this  sensitive  species,  as  it  has  been  observed  to  prefer  open  areas 
within  the  sagebrush  complex  but  rarely  occurs  in  dense  sagebrush 
stands.   Such  a  mini-study  would  likely  provide  data  and  specific 
observations  that  may  help  to  prove  or  nullify  this  hypothesis.   The 
cleared  plots  will  be  fenced  as  discussed  above  and  monitored 
annually  for  a  period  of  five  years  with  appropriate  quantitative 
measurements  taken  to  determine  success. 
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5.0   ENVIRONMENTAL  COMMITMENTS 
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5.0   ENVIRONMENTAL  COMMITMENTS 

In  conjunction  with  the  filing  of  this  environmental  impact  statement, 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) ,  U.  S.  Forest  Service  (USES),  and 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  (USBR)  make  the  following  environmental  commitments. 
The  agency  responsible  for  each  commitment  is  noted  and  a  reference  to  the 
section  of  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  or  Final  EIS  where  additional 
discussion  of  the  commitment  can  be  found  is  provided. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


1.  Commitments  agreed  to  in  the  Final  Mitigation  Plan  for  Muddy 
Creek  Reservoir  in  Chapter  3.0  of  this  document,  including 
wetlands,  big  game,  the  rare  plant,  and  water  quality. 

2.  Commitments  agreed  to  in  relation  to  the  U.  S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  Biological  Opinions  in  Chapter  4.0  of  this 
document. 

3.  Responsibility  for  ensuring  that  the  following  mitigation 
measures  not  specifically  covered  in  the  Final  Mitigation  Plan 
(Item  1,  above)  are  required  and  followed  as  a  condition  of  the 
Right-of-Way  for  the  Muddy  Creek  site. 

Soils  -  Site  specific  runoff,  erosion,  revegetation,  and 
sediment  control  measures  will  be  developed  in  a  construction 
and  operations  plan  and  will  be  followed  during  construction. 
(Section  4.4.2.2  and  Appendix  C,  SDEIS). 

Air  Quality  -  Mufflers,  filters  and  appropriate  dust  control 
techniques  will  be  implemented  during  construction  (Section 
4.4.5.2,  SDEIS). 

Visual  Resources  -  Material  site(s)  and  road  cut(s)  will  be 
graded,  sloped,  contoured,  and  revegetated  following  construction 
(Section  4.4.11.2,  SDEIS).   A  plan  for  these  activities  will  be 
developed  in  conjunction  with  the  construction  and  operations 
plan. 

Cultural  Resources  -  Intensive  cultural  resources  inventories 
will  be  completed  for  both  the  reservoir  and  adjacent  areas 
prior  to  construction.   Appropriate  consultation  with  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  regarding  eligibility  of  properties  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  potential  impacts 
will  be  undertaken.   (Section  4.4.13.2,  SDEIS). 

Transportation  -  Accepted  traffic  control  measures  will  be 
instituted  during  construction  (Section  4.4.17.2,  SDEIS). 
Roadway  modifications  will  comply  with  all  Federal  and  State 
highway  standards  and  specifications. 
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Aquatic  Resources  -  Monitor  selenium  levels  in  fish  in  Muddy 
Creek  Reservoir  annually  for  five  years  following  dam  closure. 

4.     Responsibility  for  ensuring  that  the  proponent  completes  a 

detailed  recreation  facilities  and  access  plan,  and  constructs 
the  approved  facilities  and  access  routes  in  accordance  with 
that  plan  as  a  condition  of  the  Right-of-Way  for  the  Muddy 
Creek  site  (Section  1.4.3.2,  FEIS) . 

U.  S.  Forest  Service 

None . 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

1.  Responsibility  for  ensuring  that  the  Agreement  to  provide  for 
water  substitution  is  limited  to  substitution  between  Muddy 
Creek  Reservoir  and  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  (Sections  1.1  and 
Chapter  2.0,  FEIS) . 

2.  Responsibility  for  establishing  conditions  under  which  a 
substitution  made  possible  by  the  Agreement,  referenced  in  Item 
1  above,  will  be  implemented,  and  for  ensuring  appropriate  NEPA 
compliance  if  future  substitutions  or  exchanges  are  authorized 
which  have  impacts  different  from  those  disclosed  in  this  FEIS 
(Chapter  2.0,  FEIS) . 

3.  Responsibility  for  ensuring  an  annual  public  disclosure  of 
proposed  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  operations  as  part  of  the  Ruedi- 
Green  Mountain  Reservoirs  endangered  species  conservation 
releases  for  instream  flow  maintenance  annual  public  meeting. 
The  meetings  will  include  federal,  state,  and  local  government 
agencies  concerned  as  well  as  water  user,  conservation,  and 
public  interest  groups.   Agency  input  and  public  comments  will 
be  addressed  within  the  operational  constraints,  demands,  and 
flexibilities  of  the  water  management  agencies  (Section  1.2.1, 
FEIS) . 
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6.0   PUBLIC  MEETINGS  AND  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  -  DRAFT  EIS 
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6.0   PUBLIC  MEETINGS  AND  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  -  DRAFT  EIS 


Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  were  received  during  public  meetings 
on  October  2,  1987  in  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado;  October  6,  1987  in 
Denver,  Colorado;  October  7,  1987  in  Kremmling,  Colorado;  and  October  8, 
1987  in  Yampa,  Colorado.    Transcripts  of  these  meetings  were  prepared  by 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service.   Written  comments  were  received  during  the  comment 
period  following  distribution  of  the  DEIS.   The  comment  letters  received 
are  reproduced  in  this  chapter.   Accompanying  each  identified  comment  is  a 
response.   Some  of  the  responses  give  supplementary  information  or  a 
reference  to  the  appropriate  section  of  the  Draft  EIS,  Supplementary  Draft 
EIS,  or  Final  EIS. 

The  eighty- six  comment  letters  have  been  grouped  as  to  type  of  agency 
(federal,  state,  county/municipal,  conservation  groups,  and  individuals), 
and  numbered  sequentially.   comments  are  referenced  to  the  index  number  of 
the  commenting  agency  and  then  are  numbered  consecutively  within  the 
comment  letter  (e.g.  Index  Number  1-12  refers  to  the  12th  comment  from  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers).   The  responses  to  the  comments  appear  adjacent  to 
the  reproduced  comment  letter  for  ease  of  reference.   In  addition,  to 
permit  cross  referencing  the  comment  by  discipline  (aquatic  biology, 
economics,  etc.),  an  index  to  the  comments  by  discipline  is  included. 
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INDEX  OF  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  BY  SOURCE 

ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


INDEX  NO.^/  AGENCY 

Federal  Agencies 

1.  Department  of  the  Army 

Sacramento  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Sacramento,  California 


United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Region  VIII 
Denver,  Colorado 


State  Agencies  and  Representatives 


3.  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

State  of  Colorado 

Denver,  Colorado 

4.  Senator  Tilman  Bishop 

Senate  Chamber 
Denver,  Colorado 

5.  Senator  Paul  Powers 

Denver,  Colorado 

Counties.  Municipalities,  and  Districts 

6.  Grand  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Court  House 

Hot  Sulphur  Springs,  Colorado 

7.  Routt  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

8.  Routt  County  Board  of  County  Comniissioners 

County  Administrator 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

9.  Ed  Pokorney,  Coordinator 

Intergovernmental  Affairs 
Denver  Water  Department 
Denver,  Colorado 


_/  Comments  are  referenced  to  the  index  number  of  the  commenting  agency  and 
then  are  numbered  consecutively  within  the  comment  letter  (e.g.,  Index 
No.  1-12  refers  to  the  12th  comment  from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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10.  Ken  Mitchell 

Director  of  Planning 
Denver  Water  Department 
Denver,  Colorado 

11.  City  of  Grand  Junction 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

12.  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District 

Glenwood  Springs ,  Colorado 

13.  Grand  County  Water  and  Sanitation  District  No.  1 

Winter  Park,  Colorado 

14.  Mesa  County  Water  Association 

Fruita,  Colorado 

15.  Municipal  Subdistrict 

Northern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District 
Loveland,  Colorado 

16.  Orchard  Mesa  Irrigation  District 

Grand  Valley  Project 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

17.  Winter  Park  Water  and  Sanitation  District 

Winter  Park,  Colorado 

Conservation.  Rafting,  and  Other  Organizations 

18.  The  Audubon  Society  of  Western  Colorado 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

19.  Colorado  Environniental  Coalition 

Denver,  Colorado 

20.  Colorado  Wildlife  Federation 

Denver,  Colorado 

21.  Sierra  Club 

Rocky  Mountain  Chapter 
Denver,  Colorado 

22.  Kutak  Rock  &  Campbell 

(On  Behalf  of  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited) 
Denver,  Colorado 

23.  Regional  Vice  President 

Trout  Unlimited 
Wheatridge,  Colorado 

24.  Colorado  River  Outfitters  Association 

Englewood,  Colorado 
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25.  Joni  Ellis  River  Tours 

Dillon,  Colorado 

26.  RaftmeisCer 

Vail,  Colorado 

27.  Western  River  Guides  Association,  Inc. 

Englewood,  Colorado 

28.  The  Colorado  Archaeological  Society 

Publishers  of  Southwestern  Lore 
Montrose,  Colorado 

29.  Kremmling  Area  Development  Association 

Kremmling,  Colorado 

30.  Natural  Energy  Resources  Company 

Palmer  Lake ,  Colorado 

31.  The  Quahada  Chapter 

Colorado  Archaeological  Society 
Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

Attorneys  and  Individuals 

32.  Ruth  Beckley 

Littleton,  Colorado 

33.  John  T.  Benton 

Benton  Land  and  Live  Stock  Company 
Burns ,  Colorado 

34.  Mark  J.  Bernhardt 

Rancho  Del  Rio,  Colorado 

35.  Barbara  Blackshear 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

36.  Jim  Blugerman 

Georgetown,  Colorado 

37.  Paul  Bonnifield 

Yampa,  Colorado 

38.  John  J.  Browne 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

39.  Steve  Butler 

Lakewood,  Colorado 

40.  Charles  R.  Cole 

Attorney  at  Law 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 
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41.  Sally  J.  Cole 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

42.  John  S.  Courtney 

Toponas ,  Colorado 

43.  Howard  S.  Cox 

Boulder,  Colorado 

44.  Steven  C.  Downs 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

45.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  W.  H.  Dude' 

McCoy , Colorado 

46.  Denise  Ferriman 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

47 .  Tom  Gagnon 

Winter  Park,  Colorado 

48.  Paul  H.  Grant 

Grand  County,  Colorado 

49.  Kit  W.  Haddow 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado   81501 

50.  W.  E.  Haggerty 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

51.  Pamela  M.  Main 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

52.  Joan  Hoffman 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

53.  Ingrid  Karlstrom 

Winter  Park,  Colorado 

54.  Peter  M.  Lagerman 

Longmont ,  Colorado 

55.  James  R.  Linville 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

56.  Stephen  Lundy 

Denver,  Colorado 

57.  Al  Marlowe 

Lakewood,  Colorado 

58.  Pamela  Martin 

Denver,  Colorado 
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59.  David  G.  Mateer 

Boulder,  Colorado 

60.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  McElroy 

Krenunling,  Colorado 

61.  Glen  A.  Miller 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

62.  Claus  Muhlbauer 

Winter  Park,  Colorado 

63.  Gene  Newell 

Yampa,  Colorado 

64.  Katharine  Newton 

Gerald  S.  Hollingworth 
Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

65.  Bernice  Overholt 

Kremmling,  Colorado 

66.  Charla  Palmer 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

67.  Al  Permut 

Lo-isville ,  Colorado 

68.  Charles  F.  Perry 

Toponas,  Colorado 

69.  Mar;'  Jean  Perry 

Toponas,  Colorado 

70.  Rex  Peterson 

Yampa,  Colorado 

71.  James  B.  Phelps 

Aurora,  Colorado 

72.  John  Q.  Randolph 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

73.  Fred  Rasmussen 

Salida,  Colorado 

74.  Claudia  D.  Rector 

Clifton,  Colorado   81520 

75.  Daniel  L.  Ritchie 

Grand  River  Ranch 
Kremmling,  Colorado 
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76.  Vickie  Rosenzweig 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

77.  Charles  A.  Russell 

Arvada,  Colorado 

78.  Jacqueline  Saputo 

Oak  Creek,  Colorado 

79.  Rodney  L.  Scarpella 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado 

80.  Jane  E.  Schleimer 

Boulder,  Colorado 

81.  John  Spezia 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

82.  Sidney  J.  Spiegel 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

83.  Kim  Vacariu 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

84.  Mrs.  Theodore  B.  Washburne 

Englewood,  Colorado 

85.  Charles  B.  White 

Kirkland  &  Ellis 
Denver,  Colorado 

86.  Anthony  W.  Williams 

Williams,  Turner  &  Holmes,  P.  C 
Attorneys  at  Law 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 
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INDEX  TO  COMMENTS  BY  DISCIPLINE/TOPIC 

ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Discipline /Topic 
Alternatives/Facilities 


Aquatic  Biology/T  &  E  Species 


Cultural  Resources 

Cumulative  Effects 

Economics 

Financing 

Geology 

Grazing 

Hydraulics/Geomorphology 

Hydrology/Reservoir  Operations 


Land  Use  and  Ownership 
Miscellaneous 

Mitigation 


Comment  Numbers 

1-24,  1-25,  2-2,  2-4,  2-7,  2-8, 
2-9,  2-10,  2-11,  3-1,  3-28,  6-1, 
12-1,  12-2,  18-3,  19-2,  19-3, 
19-4,  20-1,  22-1,  22-2,  26-10, 
26-17,  48-4,  55-16,  71-3 

1-11,  1-13,  1-21,  3-2,  3-7,  3-9, 
3-10,  3-11,  3-13,  3-15,  3-19,  18-8, 
19-7,  21-2,  21-6,  21-7,  21-8,  22-7, 
22-8,  55-5,  57-5 

1-7,  3-6,  3-32,  3-33,  3-34,  3-35, 
3-36,  3-37,  3-38,  28-1,  31-1,  31-2, 
35-1,  38-1,  41-1,  41-2,  55-12 

1-22,  1-26,  1-27,  1-28,  1-29,  2-15, 
55-15 

3-14,  19-10,  24-4,  25-2,  26-4,  26-6 
26-12,  55-14,  63-3 

1-4,  21-11,  71-4 

3-4,  3-21,  3-22,  3-23,  3-24,  57-3 

55-9 

3-25,  48-7,  61-4,  82-1,  82-2 

1-5,  2-5,  2-12,  2-14,  3-27,  11-1, 

11-3,  14-1,  14-2,  16-1,  19-11, 

20-3,  21-5,  21-10,  22-3,  24-1, 

24-2,  24-3,  25-1,  26-2,  26-3,  26-7, 

26-8,  26-20,  27-2,  37-5,  48-1. 

48-2,  48-3,  48-5,  48-6,  60-3,  61-2, 

63-2,  70-1.  70-3,  78-1,  81-3,  83-2 

19-12 

11-5,  18-1,  19-5,  21-3.  26-9,  26-18 
30-2,  85-1 

1-23,  3-8,  7-1.  18-5.  18-6.  20-7. 

20-9,  22-5,  22-6,  25-3.  37-1.  37-2. 

55-7.  55-8.  57-2,  64-2.  68-2.  70-2, 

72-2.  72-3.  74-2,  75-2.  81-2.  84-1 
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INDEX  TO  COMMENTS  BY  DISCIPLINE/TOPIC 

ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (continued) 


Discipline /Topic 
Paleontology 
Purpose  and  Need 

Recreation 

Social  Environment 
Transportation 
USDAA^SFS  Policy 
USDI/BLM  Policy 
Vegetation/Rare  Plant/Wetlands 

Visual  Resources 
Water  Quality 


Comment  Numbers 


3-30,  19-9 


Wildlife/T  &  E  Species 


1-1,  1-2,  1-3,  1-10,  2-1,  2-3,  6-2. 
11-2.  14-7,  18-2,  21-2,  21-9,  26-11, 
26-19,  30-1,  55-17,  71-1,  71-2,  81-1 

1-8.  3-17.  3-26.  20-4,  22-4,  26-1, 
26-5,  26-13,  26-21,  26-22,  27-1, 
55-11,  82-4 

55-13,  75-1 

3-5,  3-31 

20-2,  55-2,  76-1 

1-15,  26-14,  26-15,  41-3 

1-6,  1-12,  1-14,  1-17,  1-18,  1-19, 
1-20,  2-13,  3-3,  3-12,  3-16,  3-29, 
18-7,  37-3 

55-10 

1-9,  1-16,  2-6,  3-39,  11-4,  14-3, 
14-4,  14-5,  14-6,  16-2,  18-4,  19-6, 
20-5,  20-8,  21-4,  26-16,  35-2. 
38-2,  55-6,  57-4,  61-1,  61-3, 
61-5,  61-6,  61-7,  61-8,  61-9. 
61-10 

3-18,  3-20,  19-8,  20-6,  55-3,  55-4 
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PUBLIC  MEETINGS  ON 

ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIRS 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


A  series  of  informal  public  meetings  was  held  on  the  Rock  Creek/Muddy 
Creek  Reservoirs  Draft  EIS  as  follows: 

October  2,  1987  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado 

October  6,  1987  Denver,  Colorado 

October  7,  1987  Kremmling,  Colorado 

October  8.,  1987  Yampa,  Colorado 

While  these  meetings  were  informal  in  nature,  a  transcript  of  each  meeting 
was  prepared  and  is  available  for  review  at  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service 
Supervisor's  Office,  Routt  National  Forest,  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado. 
The  agenda  for  each  meeting  included  an  introduction  by  Jerr>'  Schmidt, 
Routt  Forest  Supervisor;  a  discussion  of  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed 
projects  and  a  description  of  the  alternatives  (including  a  slide 
presentation)  by  Bob  Sprentall,  Yampa  Ranger  District;  a  discussion  of  the 
BLM  role  in  the  process  by  Dave  Atkins,  BLM  Kremmling  Resource  Area;  a 
question  and  answer  period  and  a  comment  period.   During  the  question  and 
answer  period,  a  panel  was  available  to  respond  to  questions.   Tne  panel 
generally  included:   USFS  representatives,  BLM  representatives,  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  representative,  consultants  (Resource  Consultants, 
Inc.  and  BIO/WEST,  Inc.),  and  a  representative  from  the  Colorado  River 
Water  Conservation  District  (project  proponent) . 

A  review  of  the  transcripts  of  each  meeting  indicates  that  the 
questions  and  comments  all  fall  into  one  of  the  disciplinary  categories 
indexed  for  the  written  comments.   Many  individuals  who  commented  during 
the  public  meetings  also  submitted  written  comments.   The  responses  to 
written  comments  which  follow  encompass  all  of  the  comments  and  concerns 
raised  at  the  public  meetings. 
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FEDERAL  AGENCIES 
Commvnt  Letter    1 


DCPA«TMCNT  Of  TXE  ARMY 
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October  23.  I?*)' 


RetuLatorr  Section 


nr.  Jtrrr  E-  Schaidt 
Routt  National  Foreet 
29S«T  W.  r.S.  40  -  Suite  20 
SteeaboAt  Sprlnfle,  Colorado  80487 

Dear  Mr.  Schaidt: 

The  Corp*  of  Encinecrt  tCOCt,  Secraaento  end  Oaehi  Olatrictt 
haa  coapteted  review  of  the  Roctt  Creek/Huddr  Creek  Reaervolr 
Draft  Envtronaental  lapact  Stateaent  lOKSt  and  epeciflc  coaaenta 
follow  for  your  cone tderatlon.   Thaee  coaaenta  are  aoat  epeciflc 
t«  the  purpoee  and  need  of  the  project  tnd  the  w«tlanda  lapact 
analrsia  and  reflect  our  concern  of  the  Fln»l  Envl ronaental 
lapact  Stat«nent  (FEISI  to  adequately  provide  the  inforaaClon 
required  to  facilitate  preparation  of  the  COC  decielon  on  a  future 
Departaant  of  the  Arar  Peralt  appl lcatlon( • I . 


v»  epprpclate  pa«t  conalderet ion*  given  to  COC  leeuaa  and 
look  foruard  to  continued  cooperation  and  lnvolv«B«nt  In 
preparation  of  tha  f£IS. 

Th«  followinn  coaaenta  repreeent  the  COE  reeponae  to  the 
DBIS  Koaaent  nuabera  23-28  w«re  provided  br  the  Oiaaha  Dlatrlct): 


on  Section  1.0,  Purpose  and  Need  for 
need  dlacuealon  In  thli  docuaent  1* 
The  aandati  of  the  River  Diltrlct 
adequate  suppir  of  uat«r.  preaent 
ainini,  aanuf acturing  and  doaeatlc 


nd 


I .   Crnerai  coaae 
Action:   Th*  purpoav  • 
convoluted  and  confu-i 
"to  eecure  and  inaure 
future,  for  irrigation 

purpoaaa  uithin  the  Oletrlct'  and  ~to  aupport  or  servica  water 
uteri  in  weatern  Colorado."   Tha  diacuaaion  of  tha  windy  Gap 
Project  adjudication  Indlcataa  that  tha  Colorado  Suprcae  Court 
ruled  for  adequate  aitigation  of  the  potential  hara  to  preaent 
and  protpective  water  uaera  within  the  Colorado  Riv«r  draiaxe 
baaln.   Vet  90X  of  th<f  water  of  thia  project  will  be  leaaed  to 
tha  Denver  water  Board  for  25  veara  and  poaalblr  longer  and  onlr 
10%  will  be  uaed  to  lupport  and  larvica  water  uaara  in  western 
Colorado-   Thla  purpoie  teeaa  counter  to  tha  aandate  of  tha  River 
Dlatrlct  and  the  intent  of  the  windv  Gap  Judicial  review.   Thla 
purpoee  aiao  lapllea  that  the  water  needs  of  western  Colorado  are 
relatively  saall  or  at  least  very  poorly  defined.   The  docuaent 
should  clearly  reflect  the  purpose  and  need  of  tha  project  and 
discuss  the  details  of  the  present  and  future  water  needa  In 
wtstarn  Colorado. 


Response 
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Th«  PuTpoftt  and  Maad  s«etlon  waa  aubac^nttally  revrlecrn  for  tha 
SDCIS  to  Includa  tha  fadaral  tola,  applleanc'a  purpoaa.  ganaraL 
naad.  ahort-cars  naad,  and  long-taca  naad  for  tha  propoaad 
projaec.      (Saa   Sacelon   1.2  SDKI3). 


Comment  Letter   1 


Response 
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2.   PAOF  II.  PARAGRAPH  *:      How  would  approval  of  ihi   Two 
Forka  project  ifrect  tha  n^rd  ror  Rock  '  rrak  or  Hudd>  Lr«*k^   How 
doai  d»v.lrpn»nt  of  rlthrr  of  tKaaa  raaervolr  iltaa  aarva  aa 
•  itnatton  for  Windr  Gap  Raaarvolr' 

13.   PAGE  1-6.  PARAGRAPH  i :      what  Kfaant  of  kut  Slopa 
Intaraata  uiU  racalva  aconoalc  banaflt  fro*  tha  conatructlon  of 
a  raaarvolr'* 

-   -   I      4.   PACE  1-8.  PARAGRAPH  2:   la  tha  eaih  paraent  provided  tha 
I'a  iRivar  Dlatrlct  part  of  tha  fundlnt  aaaoclatad  with  thla  DEIS' 

IS.  PACE  1-10.  PARAGRAPH  «:  what  icanarlo  can  b«  drawn  If 
Waatarn  Colorado  aatabllahaa  a  viabla  naed  for  ireatar  that  10 
par  cant  of  raaarvolr  ylald  prior  to  a.xplratlon  of  tha  25-Taar 
laaaa? 

IS.   PACE  2-12,  PARAGRAPH  5:   will  thara  ba  watland  tapacta 
or  atraaa  lapacta  aaaoclKtrd  with  road  r-,na  true  t  Ion'   If  ao .  than 
dlacuaa. 

17.   PAGE  2-13.  PARAGRAPH  I:   Will  protactlva  aea.uraa  ba 
afforded  the  bulldlna  provided  It  la  relocated  on-alta'   If  ao, 

18.   PAGE  2-13.  PARAGRAPH   3:   Recreation  facllltlat  ahould 
ba  nonltorad  for  a  longer  period  of  tlaa.   Five  reara  mmy    not 
provide  an  Indication  of  actual  future  uae  trenda . 

19.   PACE  2-l«,  PARAGRAPH  2:   Tlaing  of  dlveraion  and  water 
qualltr  conaldaratlona  ahould  ba  addreaaed  during  tha  borrow  area 
brpaaa. 

4  ^t\   I     '"•   ''*'"•'  2-lT,  PARAGRAPH  5:   li  tha  Intent  to  lerva  Waat 
I*  lO  Isiopa  Intaraata  defined  aa  an  aconoale  or  water  laaua? 

111.   PACE  2-21,  PARAGRAPH  1:   will  '0  cfa  ba  adequate  to 
•alntaln  the  aaiatlng  tlaherlaa  on  thla  raach  of  Rock  Creak?   If 
ao,  whr? 

112.   PAGE  2-21,  PARAGRAPH  5:   will  a  borrow  alte  downatreaa 
of  tha  daaaita  con(  .ind  davelopaent  of  the  propoand  aitiaation 
effort  for  wetlanda? 

1.13  I     13-   PAGE  2-2S,  PARAGRAPH  5:   Saaa  aa  coaaent  (111  above. 


1.2  Thia  project  would  ;irovld*  a  portion  of  tha  Interla  water  supply 
needed  by  the  Mat'o  Denver  Area  beginning  In  about  1998  aa 
projected  by  tha  Corpa  of  Inglnaara  (Saa  Section  1.2.3.2  SDCIS). 
The  ralationshlp  between  chla  project  and  altlgatton  for  Ulndy  Cap 
la  pratantad  In  detail  In  Section  1.3  SDIIS. 

■1.3  Tha  15  V.at  Slope  counties  repreaanced  by  tha  River  District  and 
tha  upper  Colorado  Klvar  Saaln.  In  general,  would  benefit  ttr-m  tha 
propoaad  project  CSae  Section  1.2.2  SDCIS).  As  a  result  of  the 
short-tera  need  lor  water  froa  the  proposed  reaarvolr  and  tha 
River  District  •  Denver  Water  Board  leaaa.  the  project  would 
generate  tha  aaane  to  .upport  the  District's  statutory  obligations 
and  present  and  future  water  needs  In  western  Colorado  <See 
Section  1.2.3.1  SDCI5).  The  project  would  also  peralt  operational 
anhanceaant  of  tha  upper  Colorado  River  water  storsfa  and  delivery 
systea  (Saa  Section  1.2.3.*  (SOttS). 


14 
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The  construction  of  a  6^.000  AF  raaarvolr  on  Muddjr  Creak  would 
provide  considerably  aora  taaerva  for  Uaac  Slopa  usa  Chan  tha 
originally  propoaad  fti.800  AF  retarvolr.  Tha  ihort-tara  dea.ind 
scenario  for  cha  prafarred  aUernatlva  la  praaanced  In  detail  In 
Section   2.5.7.1   SDEIS. 


1.A     Road   ronatrurtlon    tapaeta    ara    listed    In   Table   4    l.J.l.    paM   »-44 
of     DEIS      and     Tabla     4. 3. •.I.    paga  4W     of     SDEIS  lapacta     •( 


road  contcruetton  ara  aaall. 


I.T  If  :ha  Rock  Craak  altarnatlva  ware  salectad.  cha  final  plan  for 
thli  Stage  Stop  would  ba  datanslnad  In  cooparatlon  vLch  Cha  Staca 
Hlatorle    Praaarvatlon  Officer. 

1*8  ^*  dlgcuaalon  ^n  Chla  paga  doaa  not  IndlcaCa  BonlCorlng  would  ba 
stopped  after  i  year*.  Tha  Forasc  Service  would  continue 
recreation  aonltorlng   for   tha    Ufa   of   tha    raaarvolr. 


^•9  Th^f*  Issues  would  ba  addressed  during  the  construction  planning 
pl>«  .e  of  -•»,»  project.  An  overvle-  «f  standard  Forest  Service 
erosion  control  pr«ocleea  and  requlreaenta  applleabla  ea  rh«  Ro«k 
Creak   altarnatlva    U    presentrd    In  Appendla   C   SDCIS. 


1-10"- 


tenc  la  de''tned  aa  both  an  econoale  mnd   a  w*  tar  Issue. 
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Comment  Letter   1 


Response 


1*11  Th*  10  cfa  flgUT*  wai  i«e  by  cha  Stat*  of  Colorado  aa  aufficlanc 
Co  aalntaln  tha  anvlronsanc  to  a  raaaonabla  dagraa.  No  lapacta 
froB  thli  flo«  vara  notad  tn  tha  EIS  alnca  thla  flov  li  vary  naar 
Cha  prasant  baaa  flow  during  lata  auasar  and  fall  for  Boat  yaara. 
and  th«r«fora.  ehanga  In  flow  with  tha  raacrvolr  would  raault  In 
ralarlvaly  Utcla  ehanga  Ln  habitat  aa  dlacujaad  In  Sactlon  <•  2  7 
of  tha  DEIS. 

1*12  Borrow  would  only  ba  reaovad  In  tha  Inaadtata  vicinity  of  cha 
staging  area  for  daa  eonatruct Ion .  Tharafora,  tha  borrow  area  Is 
noc  expected  co  confound  davalopaanC  of  tha  altlgaClon  ilta  which 
would  ba  further  doimsCr«*a. 

1*13  Ua  assviaa  your  refaranca  la  Co  eoaoanc  (12)  above.  Sea  Raiponsa 
to  Cowiant  1-12. 


Comment  Letter   1 


Response 


M.   PAGE  2-29.  PARAGHAPH  3;   Discuss  whether  13  cfs  fUu, 

^  J.     bflow  the  dnmslte  will  bf     luffirienl  *n    ritisf    ^nlft     rl^'-.Btion  (or 
*  1  **  u«'Cland  altigatlon  while  providing  lor  developsent  of  the  viable 

f laherlei. 

15.   PAGE  2-29,  PARAGRATH  i:        DUcuas  wh^th^r  Reaourc^ 

>  "1  5  InnikKenrnt  PUn*  will  be  difflruU  Co  noim^nd  fivf-n  prraenC 

de«onatat#d  needs  for  frazlnc  aUottmenia  In  the  ar^a. 

1  Al     '^'   ^^^^  2-34,  TABLE  2.7.1:   It  would  appear  erroneous  to 
IwUtate  there  wlU  b*  no  water  qui*  I  l  1 7  inpacta  under  the  Hock  Creek 

^  _  i»l  ternm  I  v*- .   Th-r**  are  conflicting  wetland  acrea^ea  liven  for 
1  f  JMuddr  Creek  Site  C  on  page*  2-3S  and  2-36. 

17.   PAGF  3-57.  PARAGRAPH  4:   A  dlatlnctlon  should  be  aade 

^A  regarding  "(owardin'  defined  uetlNrirl«  and  wetlan<1«  protected 
10  >,r.der  th*  CU<»n  Water  Act.   There  ahould  aUo  be  reference  to 

other  valuable  wetland  functiona. 

II.   PACE  3-65.  FIOl'RF  3.7.3:   A  flgor*  almtUr  x.n     thla 

19  portrwrtng  vrgetatton  feature*  Inundated  by  Hock  Creek  H«aervolr 

ahould  ba  Included  in  the  FE19. 

19.   PACE  4-18.  PARAGRAPH  3'   Dttrust  >-heth-r  chnnnel  Maintenance 

20  •  •'TJ"""""'"*"  "HI  po"»  problema  for  development  of  vegetative  typea 

aaaociatad  with  propoaed  wetland  aitigation'* 

20.   PAGF  4-52.  PARACHAPH  5:   DIaru*.  whether  lh<.  potential 

21  for    total  dewatering  la  accounted  f<^r  In  future  operational  coata 

aaaoclated  with  a  put  and  tak«  fiaherlaa. 

21.   PACE  4-137,  PARAGRAPH  4:   A  distinction  ahould  be  s.ade 

22  ^*tueen  a  larger  Muddy  Creek  Ret^rvnir  aa  It  would  apply  to  the 

Hock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  Individually. 

22.   PAGE  5-1  thru  5-lfi.  5,0  MlTlflAlION    The  Pltigntlon 

--hapler  does  an  excellent  Job  In  cataloging  the  aitigatlon 

■eaaurea  propoaed  for  the  alternative  project*.   The  COF 

anticipate!  further  »l»horalin,,  on  -ite  ape-tfic  Bitlgatlon  pU»a 

In  the  tH^.   Concrptunl  "•pi  providing  the  »in  t  I '•  1  pn  t  *<1  (ocationa 

of  taproven'-nta  to  rai«e  w.tte  l*•^-la.  ln<:ntionfl  of  fencea. 

■  peclflc  vegetatiNe  planting  ar-he^e.  *eg»tative  lapr.-vewenl 

1 

•23 

methodolog),  fiah^rles  taprove»ent  aeaNurea,  and  all  other 

nteaaurea  aaaoclated  «.lth  alMgatInn  of  lapat  t  a  .   The  COfr 

ea«enll«llx  wtll  eiip-rt  a  refln»'l  alttgntion  plan  with  tha 

specificity  ne'-eaaar)  tf  conduct  an  appropriate  compliance 

monitoring  progrta.   An  entity  responsible  for  ranag^m^nt  of  the 

mitigation  ar^aa  m.tat  he  Identlfie'l  prl^r  to  release  of  the  fMS> 

w*  look  forward  to  providing  additional  aaalalancv  In  develupaanC 

of  tha  final  aitigatlon  plana. 

'^•14  Tha  proposed  13  cfs  would  not  be  sufficient  to  flood  downscrean 
wetlands  without  water  control  structures  Refer  to  the  Muddy 
Creek  Reservoir  aitigatlon  taction  (Chapter  )  0  FEIS)  where 
water  managereent  Is  discussed  A  deCailed  aitigatlon  plan  for  Che 
Hiiddy  Creek  site  haa  been  prepared  and  discusses  the  decdlls  on 
water  mansgeaenc  in  regard  Co  wetlands  and  fishertes. 

1*15  ^*  ^^^^  {Section  1.9)  Includes  tha  proposed  aaendmencs  to  che  R^P 
necessary  co  allow  Issuance  of  a  right-of-way  for  tha  project. 


1  '16  ^*"'  <»'«cu«sIon  Section  6.1  J  5  SDEIS    There  are  no  glgnlficant 

adverse  lapacts  to  Rock  Crack  ccaperacurn  or  wacer  quallcy 

projecced  froa  a  water  resources  point  of  view.  For  potential 
ibpacta  to  tha  fishery  see  Sactlon  4.3.7.1  SDEIS. 

I.-I'T  See  Table  2.7.1.  page  2-42  and  2-43  of  the  SDEIS  for 
clarification 

1-18  ^^*  SDEI^  reported  Cowardln  watlanda  In  Auguac  1989.  a  survey 
WAS  coapleted  in  coordlnetlon  with  che  Sacraaenco  Olacrlcc  co 
delineate  wetlands  subject  Co  COE  reguleclon  A  copy  of  Che 
Jurisdictional  waclands  survey  report  Is  available  froa  cha  Grand 
Juncclon  office  of  che  COE 

Uedands  hjiva  gained  considerable  racognldon  for  their  funcclonal 
valua  in  both  biological  and  physical  aysteaa  These  functions 
include  groundweter  discharge  and  recharge,  flood  acorege  and 
desynchronl rat  ion.  shoreline  anchoring  and  dissipation  of  erosive 
forces,  tedlaent  trapping,  nucrlenC  raCenclon  end  raaoval  ,  food 
chain  support,  wildlife  and  fish  habltaC.  and  acdve  and  passive 
recreaclon  and  heritage  value.  The  priaary  functional  value  that 
would  ba  lapacced  Includes  wildlife  hablcac  value.  The  reservoir 
would  provide  equal  or  superior  functions  tn  regard  to  the  ether 
functional  valuea  UiCed. 


1*19  See  Figure  3  7  1  of  the  SDEIS   Shaded  eraa  showa  che  area  of 
Inundadon 
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Comment  Letter  1 


Response 


1*20  "'*"■'•'  ■•l»t«n«oe«  illiculal«ii>  In  chli  ••cdon  r«rar  Co  Hock 
Craak  and  im  propsaad  »aclan4<  ■Iclfaeisn  xeur  kalao  lock  Ccaak 
Daa. 


1'21  ""•  IIO.OOO  annual  caic  for  flah  leaeklng  vould  Includ*  acseklnf 
follavlng  davatarlng  of  cha  ralamlr.  rUaaa  noca  In  tha  SDEIS 
that  dua  t*  ehangaa  In  propoiad  watar  usa.  dowatarLng  of  tha  Rock 
Ccaak  Raaanrolr  vould  no   longar  bo  a<pact<d   Co  occur. 

1*22  Floaao  aoo  cho  dtaeuaalon  on  p.  4.1J»  of  cho  DEIS  vharo  tho 
apaclftc  ctaulatlTo  offoet*  of  a   Urgar  Huddy  Crook  Koaorvotr  aro 


1*23  "•  •??'«'•«•  your  Involraoant  In  dovaloptng  ■tclfacton  for  chla 
project.  A  docallod  alclgaclon  plan  haa  baon  davalopad  for  cho 
Froforrad  Alcarnaclvo  of  cho  SOUS.  Muddy  Crook.  Iliat  plan  haa 
cho  dacall  you  dlacuaa   In  thla  co^Mnc.      (Soa  Chapcar  1.0   FEIS). 
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Response 
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23.  Section  1.4.2  •aaenclallr  itataa  that  tha  undarlrlnc 
purpos*  and  n«ed  of  the  project  la  to  provide  a  reliable  source 
of  water  uhen  the  «ater  richta  of  present  and  future  western 
Colorado  enterprise*  ere  not  In  priorltr.   This  sane  section 
states  that  one  of  th«  two  najor  downatreaa  water  rights 
controlUnc  the  sdainl  at  rat  Ion  of  Che  rlvt^r  ts  the  Shoshone  Power 
Plant  rlfht  of  1902.   This  sa»e  section  further  states  that  In 
1998,  the  Denver  Water  Board  and  the  Public  Service  CoMpanr  of 
Colorado,  which  owns  and  operates  the  Shoshone  Hvdroelectr Ic 
Plant  negotiated  an  agreeaent  to  subordinate  the  senior  Public 
Service  Co«panr  w»ter  right.   It  Is  our  view  that  the  Shoshone 
Agreement  could  'free-up'  wmieaa  Forks  Reservoir  froa 
replaceaent  releaaes  to  satiafr  the  Shoshone  call.   Weters  could 
be  reserved  to  aeet  other  needs  such  as  the  Denver  Water  Board ' a 
for  the  second  phaae  of  the  Blue  River  Exchange.   Since  thla  la 
siallar  in  function  to  the  propoaed  Rock  Creek  project,  and  aince 
It  Is  our  understanding  that  no  Federal  peralti  should  be 
required  to  laplenent  the  Shoshone  Agreeaent.  It  should  be 
categorized  as  a  No  Federal  Action  alternative  to  tha  propoaed 
Rock  Creek  project. 

24.  Section  1.3.6  atates  that  the  River  Dlatrlct  will 
retain  approxiaatelr  10  pere*»nt  of  the  Rock  Creek  or  Huddr  Creek 
reservoir  capacitr  and  ri«l<l  for  "••t  Slope  uses.   Since  the 
Denver  Water  Board  is  a  aajor  participant  In  this  project,  it 
seeas  reaaonsol*  under  a  No  F<tderal  Action  alternative  that  the 
Board  could  ngree  to  sell  surplus  wiUleas  Forks  Reservoir 
icapacitr  and  rl«ld  for  West  Slope  uses  on   a  peraanent  basts. 
This  would  not  be  unlike  current  Board  action  In  which  It  aalla 
surplus  water  In  Its  present  service  area.   Sellinc  uater  to  the 
Weat  Slope  would  aiaplr  expand  the  Board's  service  ar^a. 

I  2S.  Section  4.5.4.1  -  It  la  not  understood  how  iapacta  can 
<  rcur  froa  present  tr«^nda.  CEQ  r^s>ilatlona  do  not  Identify  thie 
iaa  a  source  of  Iapacta . 

26.   Section  4.5.413  -  The  Rock  Creak/Muddr  Creek  project  la 
not  a  *l te-speclflc  alternative  In  the  Metropolitan  Denver  Water 
Supply  EIS,  nor  la  the  project's  cuaulative  Iapacta  noted  In  the 
EtS.   ^o  project  br  Itaalf.  hy   daflnition.  can  have  cuaulative 
Iapacta . 

2T.   Section  1.9.5  -  This  section  statea  that  the  analraia 
that  follows  addre^fie^  past  ind  present  protects,  but  the 
analyala  dlscusaaa  reasonably  foraaaeabla  future  actions  also. 


I  26.       S* 

lalgniricant 


on    1.5.6    -    Are    the    cuaulative    laps 
inaignlf  Icnnf 


1*24  ^*  ()*nv  '  Public  Service  Covpany  Shothona  Agraeaanc  hai  been 
Included  as  a  non-scrticcucal  altamatlva  allBlnacad  froa  dacatlad 
acudy   In  Cha  SDEIS   (Sea  Sactlon  2.2.3.2). 

1*25  '^*  proposed  project  aeaca  a  ahort-tars  need  for  water  In  tha 
Metro  Denver  Area  (See  Secctnn  t.2.3.2  SDEIS)  The  question  of 
vhocher  there  Is  a  surplus  of  water  In  Ullllaas  Fork  Reservoir  Is 
addressed  In  cha  Syscea-Ulda  EIS  In  relation  to  needs  projected  by 
Denver.  A  Mo  Federal  Action  nltamatlva  vould  not  seat  tha  long- 
tsra  need  for  this  project  or  proaota  echar  banaflca  to  tha  Uesc 
Slopa  ••  dlaeugaad   In  Raaponaa   to  Coaaant   1-3. 

1*26  P<^***"^  trends  are  discussed  on  p.  4-L40  of  tho  DEIS.  Thti 
discussion  Include^  preaanc  crenda  that  era  Increasing 
recraaclonal  use  of  cha  study  area.  Trends  rafar  to  cuaulaclva 
affaett  chac  are  occurring  due  to  a  varlsty  of  factors,  rather 
Chan  a  single  project.  Therefore,  praaanc  trenda  are  a  valid  and 
laporcanc  pocanclal  cuaulatlva  lapact  chac  (s  covered  by  CEQ 
guldallnaa . 

1*27  ^*  Sr*f"^''^"  ^^^  cr  >«ldera  nearly  10  reasonably  foreseeable 
actluna  In  he  cuaulative  lapaeCa  analysis,  including  Rock 
Craek/Huddy  Crerk  (Blue  Klvar  Cxchanp^t -Technical  Appendix  ^B, 
Voluaa  9).  Tha  sllghc  cuaulaclva  lapacc  reported  In  S ace  Ion 
4.S.4.3  (DEIS/SOEIS)  Is  a  raaulc  of  Cha  aero  doCallod  deaand 
paccam  analysed. 

^•28  ^^*  proJacCB  analysed  Include  only  choaa  projecca  for  which 
Biological  Opinions  or  Aasaaaaenca  have  bean  prepared.  These 
projects  are  considered  'prasanc"  projeccs.  Many  of  chase 
projects  are  not  yac  built.  buC  could  be  bullc  vtchln  tha  saaa 
claa    fraaa    m»   Rock  Craak   or   Muddv   Creek   raaervelr. 


^•29  Vheehar  or  no  an  lapacC  was  eenalderad  slgilfloanc  was  noced  In 
Seer1on4  b.3.4  2  chrou|th  h  5.4  ^  and  4  5.5.  Section  4  3  6 
prlaarlly  auaaarlsaa  tho  aignlflca  c  lapacca  nocad  In  the  ochar 
aacclona. 
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Comment  Letter  1 


Responue 


for  ih»  opportunity  to  coanont  on  Iho  OKIS,   If 
ii«stkona,  pi«a««  contact  Kan  Jacobann  at  talaphon 


(3031  243-M99- 


Slncvreljr.   -| 
(^   Gr.dy'CTlMclgr. 


Chl«f.  B«tiil«tor7  Unit  4 

764  Ujirtton  Drlv«.  Rooa  211 

Grand  Junction,  Colorndo  IlIOt-IIK 

CopT  Furnllhad: 

Nr.  John  lorton.  CMof.  Retulatorr  >r«Beh.  U.S.  «r«r  Intln.or 

District,  Onaha,  8014  U.S.  Poat  Offloa  and  Courthouaa,  Oaaha, 

Nabraaha  98102 
dr.  Ulchard  Gorton.  Plannlnl  Dlvlalon,  U.S.  Ar«r  Englnaar 

Dlatrlcl.  Onaha,  «014  U.S.  Poat  Offlca  and  Courthouaa,  Oaaha, 

Nabraiha  88102 


Comment  Letter   2 


Response 
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Mt:    BPM-E? 


UNITfO  STATES  e'IMPONUEWTAL  PaOTtCTtON  ACENCY 

REGION  VIH 

9»9     itifi  STBEET-SU1TE  500 

05MVE3   CClOPAOO    lOWirWS 

NOV       «    1S:1 


Jatry  t.   Srn.-5l3t 
rorast  Sirservisar 
re>utt  National  rarest 
29S87  W.  U.S.   40  -   S-Jlta  20 
StaaaCxaat  Spein9«.  CO    S048' 


oaic  >*.  sctniit: 


Draft  Bivuonaantal   Iflwact 
Stjtaiatit  far   tha  iee\ 
Ct^o^/rtjdiy  Crt*<  flasttvolr. 
Itoutt  and  Gta.'Vi  cou.i;riaa.  Colorado 


In  iccordarca  "Itft  o-jr   rtaoonjlsi  litifi  unier   tna  jutlonal  !jivicoo(*tntal 
policy  net    (KEPAI    an^  S«ctior  JT)  of   -Jia  Zltir,  »ir  Art  tfl»  PMioi  nil  o((ic» 
3t   0)«  civltoniifntJl  Pcotrr-.ljr  Mtic;  nis  revi----l   tla  Otalt  c\viiorn«nul 
IimKt  stJtaiwnt   toe   Lia  Hoc.   t:ta«/>u)dy  CtM'<  MMrvolt   pro^^ict.     =>»  ria. 
praparad  Vm   foUo-i™)  cconanta   fo:   /our  conaidarat ion   In  tna  ptaparatlon  ot 
Wa  rlnal  nS  [or   tla  auOJact  projact.     EPA  apocaciat-a  ^tjj:  a(!octJ   in 
oootdlnatux)   tn.  aair/  »i-mcl  t.-v!   ?ra  Draft  EIS  ravirfl  sinca   initiatlni  of 
tha   iC^TOi^l  =roc»»a.      a\   >1"  aoocKUtaa   t.1a  ..tt-iaion   t/.?   roralt   S«"ic» 
utanttd  durlni   tjili  focwl  Oraf.  :IS  cavlao  proc«<>  and  our  octcMr   23.    l«7 
•ntlnq  »n»r.  M  -ara  aola  to  =rr.tnt  our  iraior  concfrni  »it.l   t.->»  Draft  CIS 
tn  racawa  rjraat  sarvlct  rarxnaa  to  t«aia  cwicarna.     You  and  yyjr   atitf  ara 
to  ba  cainmnir)  for  yojr  atfo:-J  to  dvialoo  a  dafnaisla  XOK  documnt   tot  an 
aly  oc^laa   oro)a-t.      XI   1   :?«Jlt  ot   o^   Ort*-r   !3.-d  »^tirj.    ITA 


aitrr 


»ill  6a  ajificiantly 
11   find  c»A's  da'-ailiH 


anticlaitaa   t;ia  rinjl  tIS   to:   t.it  luOiac;  o:o)»ct 

datalla^   to  addraia  ojr   co^-trnt.      AttJcnaJ  ynu  -  ,...„„, 

cnafnti  a,  t-^a  auBJact  doc-xrant   tor  ytwr  onaidarjticn  du:in,  pcao.cjtlw  of 
a\t  rlnal  CIS. 

U  ■n%  dlacuaaad  at   -Jir  21:-)  xa.tin^.   EPA  haa  tJir.a  «a;ot  corcarna  vltji 
Itx.  lav.1  ot  datall  oontaln.d   li  tna  Draft  EIS.     rirat.   f »  «'i''21,*ii  "T. 
diract   Uaiacet  of   Wa  anoit   tat»  acanarlo  nav»  not  oaan  fully  doci»ant»d.     Ma 
d  Icu.aad  our  conca.n.  -lt^   lac  of  -alyala   in   tna  HlUla«  rer«  Jlvar  halo. 
wiUla-.  roc<   l».ar«it   it)   t.--a  Slua  Rlvar  bctva^i  olUon  aM  Graan  llo^taln 
waarvoira.     EPAt  p.-Uury  c^nca:n   la   tfla  lac  of  -aea:  quality  an!  iv«t><: 
^ifa  analyala   In   tla  Oraf.  EIS   tor   t>aia  ittaai  ia<^«ts .     It   la  our 
larJa-itaTjlrw  t-la  fnrtat  Sarvict   lortaa  .itl)  ou:  concatn  and  viU  aioind  t>a 
analyal.  to  includ.  t^a.a  .-.-.nt.    in  tn.  rln^l  EIS       Slnca  tn.  -"""^  ="  ^;' 
Jlrd     EPA  naa  nal   t.^a  oppoftiiltv   to  tavla«  tn.  Dtjtt  ■wio:«ndvr»  ot    \3r.»».nt 
batwaan  t.-»  Colorado  Pl.ar  vita.  Cona.rv.tlon  Ol.trlct.    t.1a  City  and  co>».ty  of 
Dan»ac.    tna  Njttnarn  oolot«lo  --Jta:  C3i..t»ancy  oifttic;  and  t  .    •J"'-'^ 
tnaf  Colorado  wat«  Contarvandy  ol»tf'.  ;t.     TMa  «* 

Craaii  xa.etwnl-   t<...  Aiiaa<w^t  **lch  waa 


Suedlatr let  of   tna  i 

provldaa   tna  i)round<orl;    for    tia  .s,^, 

uaod  by  tn.  ri.aat   Sar/lca   to  dwalo?   tn-   rurpo.a  a-d  r--~)   tot    tna  •^''l^ 
ocolact   in  tna  iMtt   lara.     T^a  K»  indi^ta.   tna  tec«  crM«  Laaaa  Altaaawit 
1.   to  B.  ua»d    lln  parti   5y  Oanv.r    tot   Danvat   •   propoaad  Stoljnc  Cr.a« 
iac^n,,.     -F,..   1.  ...   ln<..,,tlon    tor    tna  ep».    .  ,.,-!.,.  pA  m.,J_  •'^-•t," 


J--  •^*t  er«e  '.i«»ctj  of  toe-.  cc«e* 'f*j- • 

«Lta  be    incliaJH    in    t.1»   riniV    tIS. 


ont  o-i  stial^nt 


2-1 


Aa  a  raiulc  of  CPA'i  concam  tha  USPS  forsad  a  water  quality  vork 
group  which  Included  repretentac Ives  of  the  ForeaC  Service,  CPA. 
Klver  DlacrlcC  and  KCI .  The  work  group  aet  In  Denver  at  EPA  en 
April  L9.  1981  and  feraulacad  a  work  plan  which  Included 
additional  hydrologle  ennlyila  for  the  Hue  River  between  Dillon 
and  Creen  Mountain  Reae  rvo Iri  aa  neceeaary  to  apply  a  soda  I 
developed  Jointly  by  EPA,  COB,  Colorado  Departaant  of  Health,  and 
Denver  Water  Department  for  the  lyatea-wlde  EIS.  Add  I  clonal 
analyali  on  the  Ullllaaa  Fork  River  wai  noc  conaldered  neceatery 
by  the  work  group.  Thli  aodal  waa  applied  to  aiaesa  the  ihort- 
cer«  water  quality  ispacta  of  Rock  Creek  or  Huddy  Creek  Refervolri 
on  the  Blue  River.  Reaulta  are  preaented  In  the  SOCIS  (See 
Section*    ).4.3.4.    A. 3. 3.4.    and   4    3.3.3). 


2-2 


The  iBpaeti 
dlicloaed  In 
f.v«(l«blUty 
change    the    1»| 


onvar't    propoeed    Straight    Creak    project  ere 

ntcal    Appendlw    i*t    to    the    Systea-Utde    EIS.  The 

acer     froa    Reck     Creek    or    Muddy     Creek    would  not 
dlicloeed    In    Chat    document. 
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Comment  Letier   2 


R«8pon«tt 


2-3 


2-4 


ISAOondly.  EPA   is  conc»m9d  thit  tM  OT»tt  CIS  <3o«5  not  pDrtray  thf 
Lj«p«ct9  tMultlnq   f:ai  L*w  ultuuc*   long   tarm  West  Slow  n*--l3.      t3»A 
undactunrf*  t^  Portst  Sfcvitrj'g  dlffirjlty   In  proj-r;inq  wh«T^,   wh«i  arri   to 
t^Jt  *Ktanc  trti*  (utuct  b^ptrti  wo-jid  occur.     «•  point«J  out  tM»   inh«reit 
projact  dtCtnitlon  dlttlcjlt/    in  our    Initial   5cr>ptn')  oon««ent».     At  ouc   23cd 
■••tinq.   w*  dlKUU»4  t«v«ral  eptioni  availabU   to  t,i»  roceit  Servic*   to  (w^et 
tMlr  tCTA  r«3pDnilb(lltl99   In  t^is  teqjcd.     ^A  »  pct(«cenc9  is  thit  tr>* 
P9r«*t  Scrvlc*  luka  a  caasonaolt  •fls«m«nt  ol  thtia  future  •Cfvc^   In  th« 
rlnaL  QS.     Wt  btliwv  thtca   ii  cnougn   Lnfornatlon  avallaol*  co  dcwlop  a 
raasonablt  pco]actlon  o(  future  pro^nt  aftccu.     a>A  aqaln  offars  Its 
•tslatanca  In  dawlopln;  a  tuLtiala  ptojactim. 

ZPA'a  thlci  iMjoc  aoncam  ralatta  to  tJtm  icopa  of  alt*matlvY9  pra«*ntad 
ti  tha  Draft  EIS.     Oh  baliav««   it    it  nac»siary  to   inrlurl*    m  altamitlva 
t^lch  oDuLd  naat  tech  tha  short  tarn  Denver  naad  aa  «#ail  as  tAa  stated  long 
tani  ««itsm  Colorado  naa<ls.     TTta  potsitial  axlsts  for  a  raaervoir  of  40.000 
acta  ttat  safa  ytaLd  which  oould  provida  tot.*!  t^  aaat  slop*  and  weit  slops 
with  loig-tarts  safa  ylalils.   and  dapandlnq  on   locality,  with   lesa  n«t 
IvwlravMntAl  danaga.     v4«  mJarstand   th«  Pocrat  Sarvica's  ooncem  with  this 
•  Itarnjtiva,  and  perhaps,  based  on  the  F>3rast  Sac/ioas  decision  regacdtn-? 
Its*  two  above,   thU  ooncam  nay  be   casolved.     Ftowevec.   7A  must  ouwuwit  rjn 
the  Drsft  OS   In  hand.     Mt  strongly  balLsve  the  public  and  decision  naker 
should  be  pcovldsd  with  analysis  of  an  optioi  which  oould  better  aeet  the 
Stated  pcojact  puiposas  and  need. 

BasH  on  the  procedures  Q>A  uses  to  evsluats  the  adequacy  of  the 
InfotsuticTt  presented  in  the  Draft  nS  and  the  envtronmental  acceptability  of 
the   Impacts  portrayed   tor   the  ver  lous  alt»matlw^s,   EPA  rated  each 
albarnative.   and  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  ETS.   separately,     cpa  will    list   thi^ 
Draft  ns  foe  the  ?oet  creek /Haldy  Creek  Rascrvoic   in  tna  redacal  Begistgf  as 

Itocky  Creek   Reservoir  Alternative     ro   (anvircnrt«ntal  objections) 

This  ccnciusion   is  based  on  the   level  of  unnitlgable   inpacts  docunentad 
In  the  Draft  US. 

Huddy  Cree*t   Reservoir  Alte'T>ative     EC    (envirCTwantal  coixemai 

Altnoug.1   the  nrsft   EIS  docurented  that  trtere  would  b*  no  unmitlgable 
liRpKits,  ETA  U  still  oonoemed  about  the  iisplanenublltty  of  tne 
■Itlgicion  plan. 

NO  Action  Alternative     lO  (Iscit  of  objections) 

Envicormenully,  this  is  the  lesst  damaging  alternative.     EPA  recognliea 
this  alternative  will  likely  result   in  envicanntental   uspacts  in  the 
future. 

EPA  will  list   t-he  adequacy  of   tre  Draft  ns    m   the  Federal  Pegister    in 
cstaqory  2   {Insufficient  tnformatiani .     we  hav*  listed  jo^ve  the  iu}oc  areas 
^A  feels  nust  be  addressed  to  allow  the  teadec  to  fully  assess  the  project 
ce'atad  environinental  Ispacts. 


2-3 


2-4 


A  (4«c«ll«d  Uaat  Slop*  dsaand  aeanarl*  b««t4  an  th*  aeac 
for»«'**«l>l«  long  t«ra  water  uaa  In  waaCarti  Colorad«  waa  davalepad 
and  analyzad  for  cha  SDCIS.  Tho  long-tar«  naad  for  wacar  froa  tha 
propoaad  projaec  la  praianead  In  Sacclona  1.2.3.)  and  2.4.7.2  and 
lapaeca  of  chta  Uaae  Slopa  da.aand  ar*  d^acuasad  b«  dlactpllna  In 
Chapcac  *. 


Tha  SDCIS  aiMlyzaa  tha  lapaeta  of  a  «0,000  AF  raaarvolr  on  Huddy 
Craak  vlth  an  aatlaatod  ylald  of  21.000  AF.  A  largar  alta  on 
Kuddy  Craak  (Stca  A)  with  a  pocantlal  capacity  graatar  than 
100,000  AF  haa  baan  conaldarad  by  othara  and  la  avaluatod  In  cha 
SDCIS  (Saa  Sacclon  2.2.2.3).  Thla  alta  aaa  allalnacad  froa 
dacallad  acudy  for  tha  raaaona  praaantad  In  Sacdsn  2.2.2.3.  Saa 
also  Sacclon   1.9.3      SDCIS. 


Comment  Letter   2 


Response 


Ms  a^in  eipress  our  apprecisttsn     :  -p-j:  coordination  eCforta  -Jj:  u^a 
this  MTA  process.     If  you  ne*d  furthe-   ixolanstion  of  our  coroents,  or  need 
asslstanoQ  during  th;  ceiuinder  of  t^••    tr\  orients,   pleare  co.itac; 
Diwe  ("n-«r  of  my  staff  at    (303)    293-L?''!  or' (rrS  SM-lsaO) . 


^J2U — ^ 


STTti  J.  Schecsr 
regional  Adalnlstratoc 


cc:     C*ry  Csrglll,    IJSTS 
Dave  Atkins,   Bt/1 
WllUan  Miller.    fftJO 
Itelard   nsche: ,   Cf-.-rD 
Galen  Buterbaugh.    tJSn>S 
James  fkjcn.  CTXV 
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Comment  Letter  2 


Response 


2  5 
2-6 


2-7 


Oft  tJCTAiUD  o*^frs  -y  •*Mr  wutt  ns  row  tve 
HOCK  Cf^oi.'H.vci  cwgp'wcSr?<^iR  PWaJECT 


o^r    in»»:^a»  ftot    In  tM  Upptr  Colatate-     Th«  tl^  5rv>jl4  pf-rMd* 
I  projtcu  rflLl   MttvTZ  th«««   Lnscccaa   itSJM. 

IP»g»   1-15     SecttfT*   I J   -  ZVk  r«iut«ei   th«   foUrwirto   l**«>u»tn  •)•   tnv;c*4   in 
tMf  ■•rtton   t?  providt  t-M   r«il?t   i<«lcn  ciar  lEiciClan  of   th« 
curi«tt  Colorado  401  c«cttf lection  pconti: 

"rx  r«*ttvolc  pco)*ctJ,   tr*«  sum  h«t   Indlotrt  It  currently  latni 
full  autAortty  co  oor^oct  tA*  401  cvrclftcatioi   for   operAtitvi  aM 
Mlntananc*  lapwrti  o(   pcopoo*^  pcoj«ct».     Ttw  Stat*  uat»r  ^lallty 
Control  C^wimon  cctxIijcctJ   a  hear  Liq  »ov«ib«r   2,    199' 
for  pu:aos«a  of  oonsidt:  Lng  chan<^i  cs  lt«  401  Certification 
ItequUtiona.     xt   this  hearnq,    t^a  c^naiaiion  d«cldc4   CO  hold  a 
follo*»-up  rwarlnq    m  January   to  oonsiitc   *Anpt\irt  of   r«*TJlatory 
e^nqma.      If   tn«  St»c»  should   adoot  cr«n<j»«    in   th«   future  .rfitcn 
alio-  it  full  authority  to  oonduc:  t^a  *01  c»rtlf Icjtlon   for 
operation  and  naintenanot  of   rwerwoir   pco^cctJ,   tra  «ucn  cnar«7*s 
ae*  effective  by  the   ciw  sucn  certLtlcstltn    tt  requested 
(typically  at   trw   tl'**   tne  jkOUc  rtotic*   for   tJ»a  404   ptcmlt    »« 
tMu«d1,    th«n   tha   StJta  ^'tll  conduct  th«  entir*  401  certlf  icatien . 
If   tm  Stat*  dOM  not  k«*«   full  authority  at   tha  tUa*  c*tttf ication 
ta   rrTueaced,   Oh  <'ill  oorviuct  c*rc  if  tcation   (or  opsration  and 
■auitalnvnoa  of  the  pcoposvd  pco}ectJ.* 

H3t«  that  th«  Corpt  of  D><)ln«rs'   S*rtic»i  404  rrjulationa    found  at 
33  cm  320.4(dl    atsta   t.*»t  certification  of  oowllanc*  t'ltS 
aooLlcabla  water  qoility  standard!  reqjired  \**der   S*ctl<»i  40l  -ill 
ty*  const  J*red  Toncliaive  witl   resp-^t  to  -at-t  quality 
artaiaeratlona  unlesi   t."i*  Ke^ionjl  M/Rinlstrator   of  ^k  adviaes  of 
other  water  quality  aspects   to  be   t*iten    into  oonaideraticn. 

I  2-1       CPK  continues   to  conclude  the  criteria  selecred   to  (Jetermine 

altsmativw    for    LnclusKn    In   the  oraft   EIS  are   If^KOper   and  result 
in  a   frustfjtlon  of   tnm  fSPA  qoals.     we  aomced  ojt  this  prcCln   irt 
our  detailed  aswpients  en   t^e  PreU-ninacy  Draft  QS    (PtClS)    neatly  a 
year   ago.   yet  the   lanquaqe  contalnH    in   th«  Draft  ns   1$    identical 
to   that  o(   t.^e  POCIS.     To  reiterate  our   ptevioua  ccmeents :     All 
tntee  criteria  att-»nDt  to  aan9:y  <it.*i  the  Ai-ore-windy  Cap 
Setti«B»enc   Aqre««ent.     The  CE33  K^A  regulations  clearly    indicate 
l*iat  all   ceasonaole  alternatives,    to   include  altetnitlves   not 
witMn   the    )uf  i*<liction  of   Uie   lead   a^enc*/,   miiz  Se   rigorously 
erelored  and  ooie:tiv-ly  evalaaced    MO  CFH  1502. Ul.     i*  do  noc 
feel    It   IS  Aderpate   to  enly    f^clude   alternatives  ^icn  cxjiply  -iCi 
the  Anire-Wlndy  Gap  Settlement  Aqreeiwnt.     Especially,   v^en   the 
dOTJitcnted  ne*i   for  west   slope  wjter  development  does  not  occjt    in 
the  ROT'.  Cree*i/HJddy  Cree<(   ares.     The  DEIS  Should  be  revised   to 
Incluie  alternatives  wnicri  clearly  provide  solutions  to  meet  tha 
docinented  «est  Slope  water   needs. 


^.e  The  purpose  of  the  propveed  project  !•  to  ■lcl*«te  th^  tsfrecta  of 
Che  tftndy  Cap  projacc  and  allcTLaCa  local  concern*  over  InsCreaa 
flows  (Sr*  Section  1.2.2  SOCIS).  As  dlscuased  In  Section  1.2.3.4. 
Che  proposed  project  will  perstc  enhancaaenC  of  Che  eperacLen  of 
the  Upper  Colnrado  River  wecer  acorage  and  delivery  avatea  with 
potantlal  banafics  derived  fro*  co«)rdln«Ced  operatloru  of  Utlliasa 
Fork  ar>d  Green  iouncaln  Reaervolra  with  the  proposed  prejecc.  See 
also  Reaponse   Co  Coaaenc  ^l-S. 

2*6  On  February  2.  l9St.  ch«  Colorado  Water  Ouelity  Control  Coaetsalen 
adopted  revtalons  Co  their  Regulaclon  2. A  •  CerclflcacLon  of 
Federal  Licenses  and  Peratts  (601  Car c t f Icac Ions ) .  These 
reitulaclons  provide  for  the  certLfleaclon  by  Che  Water  Quality 
Control  Division  of  cha  conatrucCLon,  operation  and  •alntenanea 
phases    of    a   water    project. 


2'7  At  the  requatc  of  EfA  and  other  agenelea  tha  alCarnatlvea 
considered  In  the  SOEIS  now  Include  cena iderac ion  of  a  non- 
atructural  alternative  (Denver  •  PSC  Shoahon*  Agreeaent)  noc 
wichln  Che  Jurtadlctlon  of  the  co-lead  agenciaa  (Section  2.2  3.2). 
A  chanKe  In  legal  or  Judicial  controls  sa  an  alcernatlve  to 
eonacruetlon  of  a  reservoir  ta  also  considered  as  suggested  by  EPA 
(Section  2.2.3.1)  and  a  deCalled  WesC  Slope  deaand  scenario 
Involving  oil  shale  aa  a  reasonable  baala  for  projeectng  Long-cera 
wacer  deaand  is  also  Included  in  tha  SDEIS  (Section  2  4  7.2).  The 
screening  criteria  for  alcernatlve^  consider  noc  ot.^y  the  coaplex 
and  lengthy  legal  actlona  and  negotlaclona  which  eacabllsh  cha 
purpose  of  Che  proposed  project,  but  also  the  resources  avaiUbla 
to  Cha  proponent  to  tapleaenc  the  proposed  action.  The  range  of 
alternactvoa  evaluaCed  In  tha  SDEIS  Includes  all  reasonable 
alcernactvaa  regacdleas  of  Jurladlcclon  aa  required  by  MEPA  and 
Che  screening  crlCarta  Insure  chaC  cha  alcernattvos  studied  In 
detail  are  In  consonance  wlch  che  purpose  and  need  for  Cha 
proposed  prejecc. 
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2  8 
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Adilclonally.   baied  an   Che  new   uiformjtion  ontsmed    m  Sertion 
1.3.6  of   the  OtJtt  EIS.    It  appears   the   financial   constraints  of    tie 
Windv  Cap  Setti*e«»nt  "uve  neen  aianif  icanrly  sr'**li3caf!'?.      A  si.T)*e 
calculation    CS   yrs.    i   13.100  Af  yr    «  3?50'Ar'7r    •  r?3 . '5D.T>:>' 
indicates  tne  district  co-jld   r»c-ive  »llttionjl    incom   kj   fmanr? 
the  alternatives  eljiinat-d  on  basis  o(  cost,      ^e  re:onnend   •..ne 
Forest  Service   revise  the  EIS   Co   include  all   rea««aole 
alt»n*tiv*s.     -^e  critic  la   selected   lo  det-fmne   resso^a^leness 
sho-jld  be  dlrecc»d   toward  meeting  the  uiderl/mq  pcoject  pjr=o3" 
and  need   in   tupplyinq  water   to  Hetraqolitsn  osiver   and   L,ne  vie^t 
Slope. 

Sectun  2.3.2.2   -  EPA  cecoqnties   the  difficulties    involved   in 
"Ddifyinq  the  *rure-«indy  Gap  Aaree'wnt.     However,      as  d-.scjased 
previously,    we  do  not  agree  the   li-wiutiriis  of   '_ne  Alure-.."Lndy  Cap 
Aqreewent   ll-»it   the  rtyh  alternative  selection   process.     i«hen  in 
alt»maclve  is  developed  ynich  benefit-^   all  parties.    t*ie  aareer^ents 
will   lliiely   follow,     tne   last   senten---  of   tnu   se-tion    u 
oonf-jsing.      Were  the  soopinq  suggest  ims  direrted   toward  Tjdtng 
inscltJtional   changes  ^ich  wsuld  not   result    in    iworo'/ed  water 
supolles?     What   institutional  c.^anges  could  be  inade  wnic.n  Mxild 
inprove  water   supply' 

Secticn   2.2.2.4   -  The   Urgs  MixJdy  Cree^   Pesecvolr    Is   a  p:  Lne 
eunple  of  a   reaimaole  altcrnitive    for  ineet  mg   the    jnderl/ing 
proi<^t  ^jrpose  and  need.     T>e  project  could  oe  cost  tt'.y:z.:/t 
qiv-n   the  price   the  east   slop?    is  wtliLni   t-i  pay   for   ^est  sloe* 
watTr    It  ODuld  be  built    in  stages    (oJd  cj^sm^    late;   wnen  deriand 
It  present)    to  tetfoararily  avoid  so*a  of  the   impactJ-   and  because 
of    Its  size   rvy   provide   tne  needed  stabil  liation  of   .^ater   sucoltes 
In   the  upper  basin  counties.     !PA  recfxjnii-s  ^om*  of   t^•   potential 
«iwiran»«»entJl    in^actJ  associat"d  with  a    larg^  Muddy  cree-. 
However,    the^e  should  le   f^rouqily  e^olo:*-!.    and  docj^ented    in   the 
present   *IITA  process,      '"ntil    trie   i^roac-J.    and   potentials   far 
«itiqati<»*,    are   thoroughly   investoatfd.    the  decision-ia^ars  will 
not  be  provided   the    infotrnation  neT-*s»jr/  to  select   the  alternative 
Mhir*f  provides   the  greatest  social  benefit   4tt.n   the   least 
vivironffantal  costs. 

S*ctl(»>  2.2.2.6  -  Again  EPA  stresses  the  need  for  t^•  nrei: 
Service  to  Include  additional  reasonable  altsmativ-i .  TTvere  are 
reservoir  sit*s  in  tha  eagle  Basin  ».nich  ^uld  pro'viij  rsolacefent 
tlcr-ft  for  the  ?ffwjsh(yie  call.  TT*e  criteria  thic  the  ^jgle  aisin  is 
not  -ithln  the  proiiTiuy  of  nindy  Cap  appeari  to  r^  und<iely 
retrictlve  in  that  it  eliminates  the  ••xaninicion  of  alcernitivea 
In   a  principal   area  of  west   Slope  need. 


2'8  ^^*  ■Icernactva  aeleeelon  procaaa  haa  not  bean  Halted  by  tha 
Aiure-Wlndy  Cap  Agreeaent  (See  Response  Co  Coanant  2-7).  but  Ic 
aust  be  racognited  chaC  che  Aiure-Ulndy  Gap  Agreeaent  and 
Suppleaencal  Agreeaent  which  provide  che  financial  basla  for  cha 
propoaed  project  also  rescrlcc  che  range  of  options  for  which 
cheae     funds    can    be    uaed    (See    Secclon    13    5)  The    Denver     •     PSC 

Shoshone  Agreeaenc  Is  an  exaapla  of  an  Inac Icuclonal  change  which 
alghc  laprova  wacar  supply,  buc  as  shown  in  Secclon  2  2  3  2  and 
Appendix  e  of  the  SDEIS.  IC  Is  noc  functionally  equivalent  to  the 
propoaed  reservoir  In  teraa  of  yield  and  would  noc  supply  any  of 
the  additional  vaCer  needa  or  operaCLonal  enhanceaant  aade 
posaible   by    cha    propoaed   proJacC. 

5.Q  A  large  (100. 000  AF  plus)  reservoir  on  Nuddy  Creek  vas  avaluaced 
and  ellainacad  froa  dacatled  scudy  for  the  reasons  Hated  in 
Section  2.2.2.3   SDEIS. 


lee    additional    raaaonsble 

_^^^ 1e    SDEIS         Projecca    on    che 

flgU    Rlier    were    coneldered   buc    ellalnaced    froa   decelled    study 
because    thev    do    not    aaet    che    purpoae    of    che    proposed    project    (See 


0.10     At     che    request    of    EPA    and    ocher    age 

alternacivaa    have    been   considered    In    che    SDEIS         Projecca 


ncs    2    7    and    2-8) 
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faq*  2-1*     last  pacigraph  •  -Hilt  pirsoraph  llsn   four  cits^dti  of   fuMff 

wv3t  slop*  Mscfr   jflvt.     e?A  Mculd   llkt  to  point  out   t^^t    lnitr*3n 
M«9  shouli  al<o  h9  •.ial/z»d   in   cht  TTS.     Ml  ■■vntioneJ  9«v«ral  of 
tn«se  u9«s   !:>  our    27  Auquft  109?    InitkaL  soooin^   lftt«:    toz    Lnis 
project.     Tli«y    includt)   flw*  «i>gi(i»nt3tion   to  b«n*;it   t'w  Colscalo 
2*1  1  Salinit/  Control  ftojum  and  inatrtan  fisnviy  us*!.     Ty  wtstvm 

Oigin««rs   l93o  msrt  <Tt  wat«r  n*«ia   in  th«  bssm  alao   mcludtd 
ln-st:«am  minl.nuK   flof  dflmand   fot    Cii^eilta  and   recrtation 
pjrpos«>.     Ti9i«  pucpcMffs  ait  r«il  and  should  bm  thoroughly 
dociA«nt«d  In   th«  EXS. 

Pa^t  )-}l     third  paraqrapfi  -  Th«  Moond  Una   InJlcatM   'Actjal  historic  flo^" 
^     .  .  art  us«d  as  a  basis   fot    lniM=t  analysis.     U  'Actual'  historic  flo-' 

2*12  aqual   to  tinulated  hltcoric    fz*c9»   salM  CIom.   siwUttd    (22.BOO 

acte-foot)   sales,  or  sonathinq  «!*•? 

Ip«9t  3-97     lut  paragraph  -  Th«  bas«l^«  dlseusilon  of  vatlands  should  cltady 
2  •  1  3  I  dlacjss  all  vxistinq  values  of  w^tlan^,  not  Just  the  uses  by  nan 

of  the  wvtlands. 

1-9       Jection  4.3.3.1  -  This   section    InJlcitea   It   is  difficult   to 

accjrately   forecast   the  quantlt/  and   tlninq  of    fucurs  west  slop* 
water   demand.     TTie  Draft  EIS  also   Indicates   'in  general"   the  east 
slope  lease  places  greater  hv^rologic  dca«nds  en  tn*  Colorado  basin 
streane   tlun  the  currwt  projections  of  MSt  slope  dosand.     As  a 
result  of   these  conclusions  by   the  forest  Service.   M»st  Slope 
projections  were  not  displayed   In   the  CCTS.   not  were  the  iapacti  of 
west  Slope  use  of  project  water  docuaented. 

U  w«  have  indicated  In  che  past,  this  Is  an  iv^acceptable  approach 
tor  a  fCPA  docunwnt.  «PA.  directs  the  agency  to  docurent  the 
cnvirTvaental  impacts  of  tinplementing  actions,  or  alternettves  ta 
those  actions,  which  will  meet  the  iFK5erlying  purpose  and  n^«d  of 
the  proposed  action.  This  Jt:-ction  is  prL"«arily  contained  in  tie 
CEO  Regulations  at  Sections   1502.13   and  1502.14. 

Civ-n   the   Information  available  fo:   the  GCIS,    the  EPA  believes  ths 
Inoicts  of  the   (jtJte  west  slop?  jse  of  the  croposed  reservoir  can 
be  projected  to  *   level  of  detail  necessity  to  dociment  lite 
Bptciflc   tftoacts.     w*  base  this  conclusicn  on  the   infotoutlon 
contained   in   the  west-m  Bigineers,    Inc.,   HM  report  on  Mater 
r*»eds  and  oev*loFn>*nt  Projects    in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,    the 
Resouroe  Ccrtaultsnts,    inc..   199T .   Rack  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek 
H>-drology  Technical   Report,   and   the  Bureau  of  RtcLamaticn,    1995. 
Draft  Supplement   to  the  final   Eivtraimeotal  Statement.   Coloiado-Blg 
TTxsrroDon,   windy  Gap  Projects.  Water  Mstfcetin?  Pronram  for  Cten 
?tx»itsm   R-servoir.  Colorado.     The  Oreen  Hauntain   ns   indicated 
there  was  a  Known  demand   for  6,000  AT   In  excess  of  available  supply 
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At  Che  request  of  EPA  and  other  agenctea  ■  aore  definitive  West 
Slope  d*i««n4  pattern  was  developed  and  avaluacod  In  th*  SOCtS. 
Discussion  with  agencies  concerned  reaulced  In  establishing  an  oil 
shale  deaand  as  the  aesc  reasonably  foreseeable  basis  for 
projecting  future  West  Slope  wat«r  deaend  (See  Sections  I. 2. 3.3 
and  2.4.7.2).  This  d^aiind  Is  quantified  in  2.4.7.3  SDCIS  for  Reck 
Creek  end  2.3.7.2  for  Muddy  Creek. 


2*'12  Actual  historic  flovs  are  derived  froa  the  USCS  gage  record 
without  aodlf icaclon.  Slaulatad  historic  flowa  (referred  to  aa 
slaulated  baa*  flowa  In  SDSIS  to  avoid  confusion)  are  htacorlc 
flowf  of  record  aodlfled  by  the  aaauaptlons  of  the  Bureau  of 
Keclsnaelon  Green  Houncain  siaulatlon  aodel  at  a  Green  Hountaln 
sales  level  of  22,100  AF.  the  preferred  altornattve  In  the  USSR 
Green  Houncain  water  sarkecing  EIS. 


2*13  ^**  K>*P°<^*  c®  Coaaenc  1-11. 


•I  A   Sea  Response  to  Co«aenC  2-11.   The  Uettern  Engineers  report  Is  not 
used  in  Cho  SDEIS  as  a  basis  for  projecting  West  Slop*  deaand. 
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irrJicacls   ch-  bjsil3 


:;)   ir.^ic3t* 


dlSCJ33H 


at  that  tiTC.     Ti*  W"«c«rn  i^qm^-rs  reosrt 

.x-c.  the  S'jpply  wi'.l  --  no5l-d.     rif  CEO  n^uLiti' 

incntiiol«»  or   ai3viiU5li    infornirnn    (5-rtian    15T 

n«   liforiKlti'^    IS  -sr.-itiil   ".ti  »   r»j50n-d  cT.oic-  inonc 

Jiteroitiv.s  a^d   tli*  c*/r»r3ll  cozi-  o(  obt3inin«j    it  ar-  ni 

MOtaitant  ;-■;  aqiicy  ^•'^ll    Inrl-xte   Ui«   nOtmatiin    -   • 

enuironnwitjl    Iroict  jut-nwit.     «   indicat-d 

prol'^ct  alticnativM.   EPA  oeli-v-a   t,l«  Bydroloqic  aaal/ais 

t.l3'j3hout  tn«  uppar  Color»*3  Miu>.   inS  docuiii-->t>t  ion   o.    t1- 

aaaociatad  .ttaots,    ii  M»ntial   ;o  alUx  a  r..sn™fl  moicro  ancn, 

Jlfrnitlv-j.      EPA  alio  B»li«/M  --«•  CD3U  o(  d-vjlopm^  t.1;j 

Infocmtion    la  -ot  -KicBlunt  as  t.l«  aiod^U  and  aanjrotiona  ar? 

pceaently  avallabla.     »5ain  --  |x>int  OJC  O.H  analyiiJ  wai 

reiJMMd   m  tne  jcoinq  pctjreiJ  at  »«11  ••  Mv.tal  tinel  dut  uiq 

EPA's  t»vi«*.  of   peeliiainary  dociownta. 

-      .  _    |P»^  4-13?  Section  4.5.4.1.-  windy  Cap  pcojKt.   and   Its  .(fecta.   ahould  » 
2*19  included   in  t^u  a.nalyiH. 


Response 


2*15  Tb*  Utndy  Cap  Project  la  Included  in  Che  dtscuaalon  on  rare  fLah 
In  Section  4. }. S. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

•OlOJ  tM  U 


OetoOtr    ]T.    M«I 


It    SuDe 


Urrj    t.     Scheldt. 
Ivutt    iljtlonil    fortit 
nm  Htit   us  40,    SwUt   20 
StfJ«*o«t   $D<-ln«i.    CO     10417 


Bl4r 


Scftal^t: 


Stitt  iV'tcUt  r«Jv*  conoUtfd  «  rt«l«M  »f   tli«  lock  Crtvk/Nuddy 
Crtrl  lri«r*«lr  Orjrt  '"•»'-or»««otil  liio^ct  St4tM*nt  <Oei$).   In  9«fl«rjl. 
w«  fouAtf  tMl  docunrnt  jdcdujt*  In  icoD*  jnd  drpth  jnd  «ic#dI  tonj  I  I  r 
r««d«6l*    Mhllc  our  tpvctMc  coNMrnti  d*  jddrtij  th«  n«rd  for  jddtttonji 
InrofMtUn  In  iqm*  jrrii.  row  jnd  fovr    itjff  jrc  ta  ft*  commmm  for  a 
«e»4  rtport. 

*l  rtawcsttd  In  your  tr«niMltt«)  Ittttr  af    l^m^mt^    21,  1991,    itJt* 
i^tncttt  ftJ**  d«Mb*rjtrd  ji  to  tht  b««t  alternative  lUt.  lock  Creek  or 

Huddr  Creek,  for  the  prBoeici)  reieroolr.   Sited  on  theie  de  I  Iberjtiont  we 
•  ffrr  the  foMvMtnf  co«*>entl  to  you  md  the  Bureau  of  Ljnd  Manjfe«ertt  'or 
conilderjtlon  \n    rt4en\ftq    «  decMton  en  the  preferred  «lternjn«e    It 
ihould  alio  »•  noted  thjt  the  itate  leqii laturt  lait  teition  authortred 
the  Colorjdo  Uater  Contervjtton  flojrd  to  finance  eonilructlon  tf    the  Rock 
Creek  djn  and  reiervotr    Of  courte  the  Board  wt  1  I  not  oroceed  wUh 
funding  until  the  project  proponent  ha«e  coMoHod  with  the  appropriate 
local,  ttdte  and  federal  latti  ana  requlattoni. 

An  titue  that  lurlaced  during  our  review  concerned  the  fact  that 
project  pr-oponenti  and  otherj  have  ^one  on  record  stating  the  need  to 
select  and  QuiM  the  *ock  Creek  alternative  In  order  to  O'w^tr^t   Muddy 
Creek  11  a  poiittile  ilte  for  a  larger  joint  uie  reservoir  In  the  future. 
We  ftelieve  the  OCIS  adequately  pretentt  the  intoriKatton  needed  to 
diitinqulih  between  the  alternatWei  for  an  aDpro*l«ate  ly  SO. 000 
acre  foot  reservoir  In  the  «ock  Creet  or  nuddy  Creek  location-   The  OEIS 
doei  not,  however,  provide  the  broader  dltcusiloni  needed  to  evaluate 
long  term  development  tcenarloi  such  ai  the  conjtrwctlon  of  a  Urger 
Muddy  Creek  reiervoir.   If  long  tet«  tcenariot  for  Muddy  Creek  are  to  be 
Introduced  into  the  declilon  between  the  50,000  acre-loot  Sock  Creek  and 
Muddy  Creek  alternatives,  conilderjole  additional  teit  and  analytti  mutt 
be  presented  to  aporoprijtely  etpano  the  tcope  of  the  nepa  process. 


The  proposed  Muddy  Cre 
rith  and  wildlife  pertpectu 


cle 


riy    or. 


ed    fr 


The  Jdverte   l<vjcti    to  big   ganc  < 


Response 


3'  I  T>>«  SOttS  no*  conildtri  and  haa  lalaccad  a  60.000  AF  rajervoir  on 
Kuddy  Craak  at  Slta  C  aa  c>^,  pr.farrad  altacnatWa  Tha  cofnanc 
■ada  chac  a  Rock  Craak  ilea  .hould  ba  .alactad  to  praaarva  Muddy 
Craak  for  a  lar«ar  (100.000  »F)  raiarvolr  In  tha  futura  »ai  not  an 
•Sancy  daclilon  factor  (Saa  additional  dlacuaalon  In  Saetlon 
2.2.2.)  SDEIS) . 
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9*%9    two 

range  *ssoc1ate«  with  Muddy  Creek  cjn  be  JdeouJtely  leltlgjted  and  the 

project  of  fen  the  benefits  of  J  new  reservoir  flihery  and  i    taHwjter 

llthery.   Converiety.  the  .Jock  Cree*  alternative  would  Inundate  jn 

titrewely  high  Quality  njturjl  fimery.  j  tlgnldcant  resource  loti  which 

It  not  Jdeouately  "Itlgated  by  the  features  preiented  In  the  OdS    Ih» 

fishery  value  of  9otn    Creek  at  th»  proposed  retervoir  site  is 

3-2 

tuffUlently  high  ar^d  unfortmon  to  -arrant  pUyIng  a  "«]or  role  In  the 

decision  between  the  two  ilte  locationi. 

the  Muddy  Creek  site  does  contain  occurrences  of  Otternoufs 

■llkvetch.  a  plant  proposed  for  federal  lliting  as  threatened  or 
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endangered.   Before  Muddy  Creek  could  be  considered  the  preferred 

alternative,  a  det ernln i t ion  would  be  needed  that  «'VACts  to  this  plant 

ipedes  can  be  acceptably  eiiUgjted   Spedft  reeoiwwndat lont  to 

adeouately  mitigate  i-wactt  for  this  sDedei  are  contained  in  the  «ore 

detailed  ttate  agency  coMnenti  attached  to  thit  letter. 

Kolther  of  Iht  two  reservoir  tltet  appe»rs  to  offer  «  clear 

advantage  In  teries  of  water  oualUy,  woter  quantity.  tr.inspor  tat  ion. 

geologic  and  cultural  resource  com iderjt lorn ,   In  so»«  eases  thlt 

reflects  a  need  for  «K>re  Inforwjtion  to  allow  an    adeouale  co«OJrlson  of 

the  lUes    SoeclflcaMy.  the  Ooci  Creek  and  Muddv  Cr-f»  sites  -wiy  both 

pose  geologic  problemt  for  dJ»  construction    The  OtIS  needs  to  provide 
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geologic  mjpi  or  cross  sections   "ore  rigorous  geologic  docuiwntat  ion 

will  be  reoulred  prior  to  dam  construction  at  either  location    Impacts 
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to  State  Highways  IH  and  *0    *r»    also  only  generally  discussed  and  need 

to  be  oujntlfled  with  appropriate  wltlgjUon  shown    Cultural  'eiource 

It^acti  will  not  be  identified  until  more  detailed  lurvert  ■!'»  comoleted 

3  6 

for  the  preferred  alternative  location    The  OEIS  should  note  Ihlj  and 

state  that  cultural  resource  mitigation  will  be  tallowed  In  response  to 

the  reiourcet  md  condUlont  defined  by  these  surveys 

More  detailed  state  agency  to'-^ntt  on  the  OflS  ire  provided  at  if* 

attachment  to  this  letter    Me  remain  very  interested  In  yOur  decision 

proceil  and  the  meant  by  which  your  agency  and  the  Bureau  of  land 

Management  will  -eign  these  eow*ents  with  those  of  othe'  local,  federal 

and  inlerett  group  Itsuet  In  reaching  a  balanced  dedHon  on  i  preferred 

alternative   We  are  available  to  participate  or  atlist  in  theie 

dtllberatloni  at  any  time 

flease  contact  laurie  Mathewt  or  me  If  you  would  like  to  ditcusi 

further  any  of  theie  eomolldaled  stale  agency  coMontt 

Srnf^reij.     X 

J^^dyJ'^^ 

Oennit  U  Oeneld 

Acting  (lecutlve  Director 

/dat  IMF 

Attachment 

ce  ■   ItJte  M«n<T  ievirwefs 
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Ai  dleeuaiod  In  tho  DCIS  ond  SDEIS,  eh«  analyili  supporcs  your 
scaceaonc  «nd  Ic  wai  conitdetad  tn  tha  aalactLon  of  cha  prafarrad 
alcomaclva . 


NlttgaClon  for  cha  rera  plant  waa  praaancad  In  Soctlon  $.5.5  of 
Cha  OCIS.  ThLa  nttlgatlon  haa  boon  raflnod  and  La  dlacuaiad  In 
Soctlona  &.4  6  3  and  5.3  3  of  cha  SDCIS.  and  alio  In  tha 
BIoLoKlcal  Aaaaaaaanc  for  tha  Muddy  Craak  altarnatlva  and  tho 
Muddy  Craak  Roaorvolr  Hltl(aclon  Plan. 
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Tha  Rock  Craak  and  Mudd»  Craak  Itcaa  ara  dlffarant  jaoU»lcal 
and  aach  vould  pruanc  dlffarant  problana  ragatdlnj  dan  daaign  a 
construction  All  daa  iltaa  praaant  unlqua  problaea  for  -In  I 
and  conatruct Ion  -  Tha  pocantlaL  probleia  vhtch  hava  ha- 
Idantlflad  or  could  bo  raaaonably  antlclpatad  at  tha  Suddy  Cca 
and  Rock  Cra.k  altaa  ara  not  -fatal"  and  could  ba  addrataad 
currant     anglnaarln^     tachnology  Nora     rlgocoua     (aolo< 

docu.antatlon  vould  ba  raqulred  at  althar  location  prior 
conatructlon  Thla  additional  docu»antat  Ion  would  ba  parfom 
during  tha  daalgn  phaaa  If  tha  propoaad  projact  la  parialtta 
Caolonlc  fiapa  and  troaa  lactlona  ara  avallabla  In  raportl  prapar 
bv  Morrlfon-Knudaan  Englnaari.  Inc  and  Nlchaal  J  Jaat 
Ajfoclataa.  Inc  (Saa  Supplaaantary  Information  to  Saetlon  J  2 
In   Chaptar    2.0    FtIS) 


9f    propoaad    altarnatlvaa    on 
ad    In    tha    DCtS    and    SDtIS    and 


A    dtfcuitlon   of    potantlal    lapacta 

Stata   HIghwaya    l)«    and   '■0    la   contain 

la      aufflclant      to     d  1  f f a r an t I  a t a     batvaan      lapacta      of      cha 

altarnatlvaa        Tha    ptallalnary   daalgn   conaldarad    fadaral    and    itata 

highway    daalgn    itandarda.        If    a    projact    la    paralttad.     roadway 

■odlflcatlona    will    ba    addraaaad    In    final    daalgn    and   will    coaply 

with   all    Fadaral    and  Stata   highway    atandardi   and   apaclf Icaclona 


3*6      «•    •gt««    "Ith 


ur    coaaant    and    Saetlon    1    3    U.2    of    tha    DEIS 


dlacuaaaa    tha   propoaad  alttgatlon 
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ROCK  CRCCK/HUDOY  CRCtK  DEIS 
COLORADO  STATE  ACtHCT  CQHMeNTS 

niytsiQM  or  HUPiifE 

Rock  Crtflk 

Thf  naturti  Rock  Crttk  str«a«  ijrstM  providti  an  titrtflwly  h<9h 
quality  fUhtry  that  stands  out  from  all  other  strtaa  lyitens  In  this 
part  of  Colorado  and  nakts  U  a  untquf  atstt  to  tKa  itatt.     Tht  Inhtrcnt 
Characttrtsttcs  of  this   streaa  havt  crtattd  an  tnvtromwnt  that   products 
a  ouallty  fishery,     ftcproductnq  such  an  envlromMnt  on  anethtr   ilrtfta 
lystt*  for  ■(tlqatlon  may  bt  eitrtwiy  difficult.   If  not  Inposslblt. 
Cgtria  Crttk  dots  not  provtdt  a  coisparabit  fishery  to  Rock  Creek  and  «ay 
not  be  capable  of  provldinq  adequate  ■ttl9atlon  for  tht  lost  valtMt  at 
Rock  Crttk.     Othtr  potential   llnltlnq  factors  at  Egirla  Crttk.   such  as 
water  quantity  and  quality  problens.  aay  Mke  tht  flsherUs  altlQatlon 
plan  even  less  likely  to  be  succtssful. 

We  aqree  with  tht  OEIS  asiessnent  that  Eqerta  Creek  ■Itl^atton 
would  not  replace  tht  lost  Rock  Creek  strtaa  fishery.     However.   It  Is 
unacceptable  to  end  the  nttlgitlon  plan  on  that  note.     A  new  fishtrlts 
•Ulqatlon  plan  nttds   to  be  developed  or  additional   altlqatlon  provided 
to  fully  rtplact  the  valuable  fishery  at  Rock  Creek.     Ue  lugqcst   the  Cast 
fork  of  Troubleiowe  Cr«tk.   above  kreawMnq.   as   an  alttmatlvt  sitiqition 
area  with  better  fishtrlts  values   than  Cqtria  Crttk. 

I  The  proposed  fisheries  altlqatlon  plan  Is  deficient  In  tht  areas  of 

■onttorinq,   budqetinq  Operation/Maintenance  {OtH)  costs,  water  rlqhts. 
and  In  addressinq  the  taoact  to  fish  populations  below  the  daa  site. 
Tlaely  aonltortnq  ts  necessary  to  deteralne  if  altlqatlon  objectives  are 
btinq  satisfied.     The  aonitorlnq  proqraa  should  triqgtr  specific 
additional  work  or  a  contingency  plan.   If  fishery  objectives  havt  not 
bten  met   at    the   end  of   tht   five   y«ar  aonltorlnq  proqraa.      Operation   and 
Naintenance  costs  necessary  to   Insure   tht  continued  effect tveness  of  tht 
altlqatlon  projtct  should  bt  budgtted  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

Water  quantity  at   Egerla  Creek  could  prevent   a  Quality   fishery   froa 
becoming  established.      This    Is   a  concern  because  of  upstreaa  trriqatlon 
dlverstonj  and  because  in  tht  past  wt  have  observed  a  dry  channti  at  the 
Highway  111  bridge.     Therefore,   the  altlgatlon  project  needs  to  have 
decreed  water  rights  for  the  aaounl  of  water  necessary  to  satisfy 
altlqatlon  plan  objtcttvts. 

Tht  fish  populations  btlow  the  Rock  Creek  daa  site  will   lose 
spawninq  habitat,   an  lapact  which  the  OEIS  states  will  be  altlgated  by 
stocking  by  the  OOU.      Thts  altlgatlon  proposal    Is  uniatlsfactory   for  the 
following  reasons:     1)  a  Stocked  fish  population  does  not  replace  a  wild 
fish  population,   and  2)  tht  project  proponent  should  be  responsible  for 
the  stocking. 

Wetlands  at  the  Rock  Creek  project  area  provide  high  quality 

lldllfe  habitat  values.     Mitigating  these  wetland  valu**  -^uld  be  more 

difficult  than  altigatinq  the   lower  quality  wetlands  at  If-     "uddy  Creek 

project  area.     We  therefore  feel   tht  Hgddy  Creek  wetlands  altlgatlon  plan 

Is  aore  likely  to  be  successful. 


3*7      The   onalyala    In   crta  SDEIS   agrtao  with  yaur  ec.telualon.      Plaaaa   tea 
Sacclon  S.I. 3   In  cha  SOUS. 


3*8  Addtttoial  tnforaacton  an  tha  patanclal  for  Egerla  Crtak  f> 
■Iclgaca  cha  loot  «e  Rack  Crook  ta  pratancad  m  Socclon  3.2.3  of 
cha  SDEIS.  Thlt  toecton  patnCi  out  Chat  Cha  quanclcj  of  aqutcle 
nablcat  oc  Egarla  Croak  could  replace  cha  quantlcy  lotc  at  Rock 
Creak,  but  that  c^M  qualtcj  of  cha  hablcat  that  could  be  produced 
at  Cgerla  Crook  would  not  roplact  cha  quality  of  cha  hoblcac  lotc 
at  Rock  Creak.  It  waa  datarvlned  by  an  Interagency  Utldltfa  Uork 
Croup  chat  guided  tha  Lapacc  aeeaaaaent  of  Che  CIS  Chac  the 
quality  of  cha  Rock  Creek  habitat  could  not  be  realtscleally 
replaced,  and  that  cha  beat  way  to  Irtdleata  thli  waa  to  ihow  en 
unavoidable  advarta  Ivpact.  Tha  Colarada  Dlvlalon  of  Wildlife  waa 
a  MBbar  of   tha  Wlldllfa  tferk  Croup. 

3*Q  Addlclonal  tnfarnatloa  on  the  ■Iclgaclen  plan  ta  oretented  In 
Section  9.2.3  of  che  SDEIS.  A  detailed  altlgatlon  plan  chat  would 
Include  such  of  the  Inforaatlen  you  quaotlon  would  be  developed  If 
Rock  Creek  waa  che  ultlnata  alta  talected  by  tha  Foreet  Service 
and   BLN. 


3  *10    ^^'   concern  waa   addraatad   in  Section  5.2.3   of   tha   SDEIS. 
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At  dlacuaaad  in  cha  DEIS  and  Section  4.3.7.)  of  the  SDEIS,  It  is 
liKllcaeed  Chat  altlgatlon  at  propoiad  vould  not  fully  alclgace  che 
Inpaec  co  fliherlet  below  tha  daa.  Tha  propoted  alclgaclon 
tuggetce  chac  che  preaenc  stocking  vhlch  occurs  In  cha  reaarvolr 
basin  be  applied  Co  tha  area  below  cha  daa  since  che  proporunc 
would  ba  raaponatblo  for  stocking  tha  raaarvolr. 


3*12  V*  appreclaca  your  co^Mnt.  At  discussed  In  boch  che  DEIS  and  che 
SDEIS.  costs  for  alclgaClng  Rock  Creek  weclands  would  be  greacsr 
Chan  coses  for  atclgaclng  Huddy  Creek  weclands,  even  Chough  aore 
acres  of  wacland  ocrur  at  Muddy  Creek.  The  reason  Is  chat  higher 
qualicy  weclands  are  aore  difficult  and  aore  eoatly  to  altlgace 
than  low  quality  waclanda 
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Huddy  Crttk 

Thts  reservoir  would  inundate  critical  deer  and  elk  winter  ranges 
and  would  He  in  the  path  of  nigratlon  routes.  Tht  mttigatlon  o\»n  for 
these  Impacts  was  developed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manaoe^ent.  Division  of 
Wildlife,  the  River  OlUrict.  ind  their  consultants,  ihe  proposed  big 
game  Mitigation  plan  appears  adeouate  because  It  directs  the  alligation 
effort  where  it  will  do  the  aost  good. 

Muddy  Creek  currently  does  not  provide  any  sportfishery  In  tht 
project  area  vicinity.     The  Huddy  Creek  alternative  would  creatt  a 
reservoir  with  sportfishery  potential   and  a  lallwater  reach  approximately 
siK  alles   long  with  sportfishery  pottntlal.     These  btntfljs   art  vtry 
positive  aspects  of  tht  project. 

Soma  of  tht  best  coldwattr  sportfishing  in  Colorado  occurs  below 
reservoirs.     In  order  to  takt  advantage  of  the  taiUater  fishery 
potential    at  Muddy  Creek,    the   reservoir  outlet   should  be   fitted  <tUh  a 
multiple   level   penstock  which  allows  water  to  bt  released  at  dtsired 
temperatures. 

I  Tht  tconoalc   analysis    for  the  Huddy  Creek  alternative  should 

Iconslder  the  benefit  of  a  tallwater  sportfishery.     For  eiamole.   the  Town 
of   Basalt   estimatts    that    the   Frylngpan  River    fishery   below  Ruedl 
Reservoir  annually   adds  one   to  three  million  dollars   to   (he   local 
economy.     A  tallwater  fishery  at  Muddy  Creek  could,   corresponding,  bt  a 
rtal   econoalc  asset  to  tht  Town  of  Krensllnq. 

Stocking  fish   in  a  reservoir   at  Muddy  Cr»ek   ihould  be  done  annually 
and   should  be  a  cost  of   the  project.      Initial    itocking  paid   for  by   the 
project  would  also  be  necessary   tn  the  tatlwater  ar*i:  however,   this  area 
aay  be  capable  of  aalntalnlnq  its  own  sportflsh  populations. 

I  The  vegetative   treatments  proposed   for  mitigation  north   and  south 

of  Wolford  Mountain  need   to  be  repeated  at   five  to   seven   »ear   intervals 
for   fertillring   and  tvfry  25   years    for  herbicides.     Costs   associated  with 
the  repetitive  treatments  need  to  he  Included   in  the  mitigation  plan. 
This  work  will    require  cooperation    from  the  Bureau  of  land  Management    In 
approving  such  treatmentt   and   In  managing   tha   tlatng  of  doMStic  grazing. 

Rtcrtatlonal  Uit  Projections 

I  Tht  rtcrtatlonal    projection   for  both   reservolri   appears   e<tre«tly 

high,     fiastd  on  creel   census   surveys.   OOW's   fisherman  utilization 
projections   for   1985   for  reservoirs   In   the   area   are: 

itir   Reservoir   -    9.900   recreation   hours 
Cranby   Reservoir    -     137.111    recreation   hours 
Green  Mountain  Reservoir   -   69,675   recreation  heurj 
Pearl   Lake    •   9.000  recreation  hours 
Ruedl    Reservoir    -    Z9.562   recreation  hourj 
Steamboat   Lake   -    54.900  recreation  hours 
Wlltiami   Fork   Reservoir    ■   48.917   recreation   hours 
Willow  Creek  Reservoir   -    13.876  recreation  hours 
Tamcolo  Reservoir  -   t).600  recreation  hours 
-  2  • 


3*13     '^'    discussed   on   ps^a   7.-i\   of    the    SDEIS,    a   aulrlpla-level    penstock 
^  is    planned    for    che    Muddy    Creek    dsa.        Tha    Daparcaant    of    Nstural 

Resources  should  discuss   che    xf  of  chls  F«n«co^k  for  aanaglng  che 

callwacer  fishery  with  cha  River  Dlscrtcc. 


1     ^A    There    Is    Uccle    Inforaatlon  on  which    co   deceralne    che   quallcy   of 

3'  l*»  ^ha  callwacer  fishery  or  esttaata  visitation  co  such  a  fishery. 
Uhechar  cha  econoalc  tapact  of  chls  fishery  would  be  itgntfUanc 
would  depend  on  Its  quallcy  relative  co  the  Blue  River  and  ocher 
surrounding  rivers  and  streaaa.  TMs  fishery  could  develop 
Inco      sn      Laportsnc   recreational   reaourca  Sea   page  4-16*   of    cha 

SDEIS. 

3-15  Although  noc  discussed  In  decall.  an  annual  cose  of  $10,000  Is 
planned  for  fish  stocking  ac  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  as  pare  of 
Che  Muddy  Creek  alclgaclon  plan.  Stocking  che  Callwacer  area 
would  be  an  enhanceaenc  aaasure  ar>d  would  noC  be  required  of 
che  proponenc.  The  cose  of  scocklng  che  reservoirs  vaa  caken 
Into  account  In  che  Beneflc-Cosc  analysis  (See  AppendU  B  of  the 
SDEIS). 

3^16  This  concern  Is  discussed  'n  Section  5.3.2  SDEIS  and  In  tha  Muddy 
Craek   Reservoir   MlclgaClon   Plan. 


3' 17  ^^*  total  use  froa  which  cha  asclaacea  were  aade  was  baaad  on 
Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation  data  for  all 
visitation  Co  talecced  Scace  Park  faelllcles;  as  such,  chs 
analysis  Included  all  recraaClon  acdvlty  on  cheae  lakes,  not  Jusc 
fishing.  A  coaplece  deacrlpclon  of  Cha  deaand  study  It  available 
In   a   technical   auppleaant   Co   Che   SDEIS. 
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Cvtn  If  on«  vert  to  iiiua*  that  Kalf  tht  rtcr^itional  U1>  of 
rtftrvotri  Is  not  rtUtrd  to  flthln9.  Ihtif  rrOJ«CtlOtl  ft  M«t1  b«loi« 
thff  Bock  Creek  and  Nuddv  Creek  projections.  Ht^h  proj«ctioni  distort  the 
ricrtational  and  econoaic  values  of  the  reiervoirs  and  alsUad  the  OCIS 
rtvt*«itr . 

SpKlftC  CoMMVntS: 

If»o»  "i-fj.  ^iriqraph  1    -  About  100  ante)op«  occur  In  the 
Irouoleiow*  Prongnorn  Unit.     Sa«l1  groups  of  IfU  thin  ten  antelope 
have  been  observed   tn  the  luddy  Creek  project   area. 

i»<ae  *-;6.  nternatwe  Site  *  -  Approval  of  this  project  -ouH  be  a 
for*  of  •itigaoon  because   it  would  reduce  impacts  to  the  Rock 
Creek   streaa  fishery  md   to  ifetlands.     Additionally.    It  would 
provide  for  a  better  tailwater  fishery.     No«rtver,  Bitiqation  would 
still   be  necessary   for   fishery,   wildlife  and  wetlands    lapacts,   only 
not   at  such  would  be  required  as   for  Site  6. 

Paoe  *  62.  <.3.a.?.  Mitigation  Paragraph  i  and  Pioes 
concerned  that  the  *t*  shape  of  the  upper  end  of  the 
funnel  Bi^ratlnq  aniaals  to  the  reservoir  where  they 
forced  to  cross  or  turn  around  and  go  back  out  This 
could  Increase  the  potential  for  drowning  leortalltles 
proble*  should  be  •onttnred:  however,  in  ad^qtiat*  "win 
progrsii  would  Involve  *  considerable  effort  over  a  H 
of  ti«e  annually  for  several  years.  The  Division  of 
not  coaaUtcd  Itself  to  luch  a  pregra*.  Appropriate 
gaac-proof  fencing;  shorter  fencing  will  not  block  b1 
■oweMents. 

Pig»  t-iy,  Pinqraph  2  ■  While  approilnately  only  2.003  flshtrnan 
dart  would  be  lost  at  Rock  Creek,  it  is  still  2.000  flsheraan  days 
■ore   than  what  would  be   lost   at  Huddy  Creek. 

COLOP*DO  CCQLQCtCAL   SURVEY 

Site  geology  could   significantly  affect   the  econoalcs  or 
environmental    Impacts   of   building   a  dim  at   either  Rock  Cre*k  or  Huddy 
Creek:   yet   the  DEIS   treatment   Is   superficial    and  no  geologic  aaps  or 
cross-sections   arc   Included. 

S'Cttpn   3.2  1.1   states   that   the  Gore  Pass   fault   "trends   across   the 
little   Rock  Creek   Valley   about    100  yards   downstream  from  the 
proposed  da«  site.'     The  fault   Is   indicated  by  Tweto'i  regional 
mapping,    confirmed   by  CCS    field   examination,    and   referred   to  by   the 
Melt   report,   but   not   shown  on  the  Western  Engineers  geologic  map  or 
addressed   in   the  HKE   report. 

Section  3.2.3.2  states  'Drilling  at  Site  A  ---  disclosed  ro 
conclusive  evidence  of  faulting  in  the  proposed  dan  foundation.' 
and  'The  origin  of  lineaments  tn  the  Long  Park  area  £n»  mi le  west 
of  the  sites,  however,  could  alter  this  cpinion  should  they  prove 
to  be  related  to  seismogenic  surface  faulting,  a  possibility  that 
1$  yet  to  be  proven.'  West  and  Associates,  p.  56,  suggests 
additional   evaluation  of   the  Long  Valley   lineaments,     was  this  done* 
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3'l8    Ve    eppreclac*    chle   cUrUtcacLo 
3*19    ^*  approcUcm  /our  coaMnt. 


3*20D«ealU  of  the  vonleortnit  pro|raa  would  ba  dovelopad  In  a  dacalled 
•  Itlgaclon  plan  for  Rock  Craak  If  Ic  wore  panlccad  by  the  Foreac 
Service.  Tha  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  would  bo  Involved  In 
the  developaanc  of  that  plan.  Aa  noced  In  the  SDEI5.  Muddy  Creek 
la  the  Preferred  Alcernactve  and  a  decalled  Btclgacton  plan  ha* 
been   prepared   for    chae   olCornatlvm. 


3  •21  ''•ulctng  In  the  foundacton  of  Cha  Rock  Craak  alca  he*  noc  been 
concluilvely  ellalnaced  by  atudloa  eu^urlzod  In  cha  DEIS.  FuCuie 
tub-Burfaca  Inveiclgaclona  In  Cha  dealgn  phaae  and  excavaclon  of 
cha  foundation  tn  tha  conicrucclon  phase  may  dltcLote  faulting  ac 
cha  Rock  Creek  sice.  The  presence  of  fauicln|.  however.  Is  noc 
currently  considered  a  'fatal'  flaw.  Hany  daas  arc  built  on 
faults  with  no  adverse  consequences .  The  possible  presence  of 
faulting  In  the  da«  foundation  and  its  ra Lat tonshtp.  If  any.  co 
tha  Long  ?ark  I Ineaaencs  are  cons  Ida  red  Important  das  tgn  Issues . 
however,       and      would      be      addressed      by      future      studies.  For   a 

discussion  of  gsocechnlcal  design  procedures  sea  Supplaaancary 
Informaclon    co    Section   3.2.2    In  Chapter    2.0    FXIS. 

A  racoBBondatlon  (Hlchaal  U.  UasC  &  Associates.  Inc..  March  21, 
1986)  was  Kada  for  further  evaluation  of  cha  Long  Park  llnaawents 
depending  on  tha  ouccoae  of  related  engineering  studies  (I.e. 
selection  of  a  preferred  sice  and  authorization  to  proceed  with 
design  studies).  Ho  further  evaluation  of  the  Long  park 
lineaments  has  been  aada .  These  studlea  would  ba  perforvad  during 
tha    design   phase. 

The  three  boreholes  end  single  selsalr  Una  were  pare  of 
feaslblllCy  studies  and  wmre  not  Intended  to  represent  condlclona 
for  final  project  design.  Additional  subsurface  Invest  I gac Ion t 
would    be    required    for    chacae cer Izac Ion    of    foundaclon    conditions 

and    selection   of    appropriate    foundaclon    crsatBenCs. 
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Three  bore  holes  and  one  seismic  line  provided  only  sketchv 
information,    part  icul  Jirly  given   the   amount   of    Jflintlng   seen   at    the 
surface   and   the  dectn  of    fractures  describei     n   the  holes- 
Presiure  grouting   sometimes   can  mitigate   fractured  rock  orcblems 
but  depending  on  depths  and  spacing  required  cm  be  quite  «»pensivf. 

Section   3.2.2.Z.    Site  Geology  Muddy  Creek,   mentions   a    landslide   on 
the  left  abutment,   but  does  lot  address  the  poteitnl   problem 
What   U  the  stability  of  that  slide  now  and     f  the  shale  substrate 
becomes  saturated^ 

What    Is   the   stability  of   the  Pierre  Shale  on  the  reservoir  side 
slopes  with  alternating  saturation  ind  draw-down  from  reservoir 
operation*     The  Plerre/Hancos   tn  this  area  Is  notoriously  unstable  when 
saturated. 

The    Jointing    in   the   Plerre/Hancos   contributes   to   sertous    leaiiage 
and   stability   problems    in  many   reservoirs    In   this   environment.      The 
leakage   test   on   the   left    abutment    (HKE   report)   of   31   gpm  may   suggest 
serious    problems.      Jointing   seems   prevalent    in   the   core  holes        The 
problem  should  be  addressed  now  and  not   as   a   remedial   action   after   the 
dam   is   built. 

In   the   sedimentation   studlei.   was   the  near  certainty  of 
contributions    from  upstream  muOflows   or    landslides   considerpd'      Were   bank 
landslides  caused  by  reservoir  operation  considered   as   part   of   the 
sediment   storage  problem'     Normal    annual    sediment    load  could  be   far 
overshadowed  by  even  one  major  mudflow  In  the  upstrei*  reaches. 

DIVISION  Qf    P»KS   »flQ  OUTDOOR   R£CPEAT|QN 

The  Colorado  River  has   existing   float   boating  uses   that   may  be 

I  Impacted  by  either  reservoir  The  impacts  on  floating  opportunities  have 
not  0t9n  substantively  addreisei  in  the  DEIS,  floating  losses  from  each 
reservoir  site.    If  any,    need   to  be  clearly    identified. 

Secause  many   front   range   residents   are   attracted   to  Routt   County 
for  weekend   camping   and   fishing  eioeriences.    the   area    is    still    in  need  of 
additional    surface   acres    'or   flat   water   boating,    camomq,    and    fishing. 
Rock  Creek  would  be   similar   to   Steamboat   lake  and  P»>rl    take  State   Park 
where    the    two   hundred   (200)    unit    campground   reaches    full    capacity  on  most 
weekends   during   the   sutner  months.      *t    the  Huddy   Crp»k   site    \2   miles   or 
I9X  of    the   shoreline    Is   not    suitable   'or   recreation,   whereas,    at   Rock 
Creek    3   S  miles  or   18%  of   the   shoreline    is   unsuitable   for   recreation, 

Presently   the  Colorado  Division  of   Parks  manages   Steamboat   lake. 
P»arl    Lake   and  recently   ngnel   an   agreement    to  manaoe   Slag-coach  State 
Recreation  Area       All   of   these   are   located   tn  Routt   Countv       If   a 
reservoir   facility   If   constructed   at  either  Rock  Creek  or  Huddy  Creek   the 
Colorado  Division  of  Parks  would  bt  Interested  in  eonsideri.ig  managing 
tha  area. 


3*22  Tha  quascLona  concerning  Cha  nature  of  landsLldlng  on  Cha  left 
abucaanc  of  cha  Muddy  Creek  das  site  ara  IsporCanC.  Tha  DCtS 
scatas:  *Tha  left  abuttacnt  bedrock  is  overlain  to  Cha  east  a 
distance  of  200  Co  1000  feet  fcoa  cha  canyon  by  landslide  debris 
originating  froB  high  above  on  Uolford  Mountain.'  Based  on 
studies  suaiearlted  In  tha  OCIS.  bedrock  underlying  tha  slide 
debris  Is  Inferred  to  ba  stable  and  capable  of  supporting  the 
abucaanc  and  foundaclon  of  cha  proposed  daa.  Tha  DtlS  goes  on  to 
state  that  landslide  debris  li  spparently  derived  from  'slabbing 
and  toppling  of  .  .  .  crystalline  rock  above  Cha  UtUlaaa  Fork 
Thrust  Faulc  "  This  type  of  Instability  Is  not  necesserlly  a 
significant  hazard  to  cha  proposed  da*.  Landslide  debris  In  the 
abutficnc  area  could  bo  raaoved  during  conscrucclon  and  reaadlal 
aaasurea  can  ba  eaployed  to  stablLlza  slopes  above  the  daa.  Tha 
nature  of  landsLldlng  and  Its  lapact  on  design  and  conscruc t Ion . 
however,  has  not  bean  fully  addressed  by  sCudles  suaaarlzed  In  Che 
DEIS.  Additional  studies  would  be  required  during  tha  design 
phase  Co  aasess  Cha  lapact  of  landsUdlng  on  Cha  loft  abucaanc  of 
Cha  Huddy   Creek   slca. 


3'23  T^*  stability  of  reservoir  slopes  underlain  by  Plarra/Manco 
at  tha  Muddy  Creek  site  under  fluctuating  reservoir  condlc 
»n  laportanc  question.  At  Che  current  level  of  scudy,  sc 
of  reservoir  slopes  Is  noC  believed  Co  efface  Che  feeslbl 
the  Huddy  Creek  site  Additional  studlao  would  ba  required 
fully  address  chls  quesclon  and  would  ba  conducted  If  the  p 
project  is  peraltced.  Ic  should  also  ba  noted  cha 
anticipated  raservolr  operations  (Metro  Denver  leas 
reservoir  draw  down  In  aany  years  would  not  be  slgnlflcat 
Section   4.i.3.3    SDEIS) . 


blllcy 

llcy   of 
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3.04  Perveslve  Jointing  In  tha  Pterre/Mancos  Shale  or  any  other  type  of 
bedrock  In  che  foundaclon  of  s  daa  can  concrlbuce  to  leakage  and 
stability  probleae  Water  lose  of  31  gpa  In  che  left  abucaanc  end 
tha  apparent  pravalenee  of  Jointing  In  core  at  Huddy  Creek  site 
are  Indicative  of  potential  problaas  The  severity  of  these  pro- 
blsas  and  their  la-acc  on  design  and  construction  have  not  been 
fully  defined  A  variety  of  foundation  craataenCs  ara  available 
to  address  Jointing  and  leakage  In  daa  foundations.  Tha  nature  of 
Jointing  and  related  wetir  losses  would  be  defined  during  che 
desli^n  phase.  If  cha  projtcc  Is  peraUted.  Appropriate  treatment 
would  be  Incorporated  In  project  design  should  Jointing  and 
foundaclon   water    losses    prove    to   ba    significant    probleas. 
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3*25  Th«p«  lfs<j«a  var*  nee  centldarsd  dlrvccly  In  th^  tcorag*  volus* 
tsclaat*!.  Th*  USCS  approach  to  •actaatlns  raiarvoLr 
aadlaaneacton  raCta  (Ruddy  Iftft)  la  axcraaaly  eonaarvaetva  In 
•asualng  100%  trap  afflclancy  and  uaad  a  partod  of  abnorwally  high 
runoff.  This  provldaa  a  aaritn  of  aafoty  tn  tha  dataralnar Ion  of 
raqulrad  lodtaanc  acorago  voluaa  and  toao  allowanca  for  ovanca 
auch   aa    thoaa   raforaneod   In  th*  coaBonc. 

Tha  aadlBonc  acoraga  rtquUosanc  waa  alao  aatlaaCad  Indapottdantljr 
by  Morrtflon-Knudaan  Cnglnaora  In  chair  faaalblllcy  raporc  on  Rock 
Cr^^k/Nuddy    Craak.       Tho    HKt    oatlaata    waa    baaod    on    an    avaraga 

annual  aadlsant  production  rata  fro«  cho  ttu<ldy  Craak  wacarthod  of 
1.0  AF  par  aquara  alia  par  yaar.  Thla  rata  la  conaldorad 
consarvaclvo.  pot  aHaapla,  tha  SCS  aatlaacaa  that  tha  aadlaanc 
ylald  of  tho  Rio  Cramlo  waCarahad  concrlbuclng  to  Claphant  Butta 
Raaarvolr  la  .71  AT  par  aquara  alio  par  yaar.  Tha  US  Buraau  of 
Raclaaatton'a  Boyaan  Raaarvolr  In  Uyealng  waa  alao  Invaic Ixatad 
for  eoaparlaon.  Boyaan  waa  conaldarad  to  hava  roaannably 
coaparablo  topography,  aolla.  land  uaa.  ate.  •»  tho  Muddy  Craak 
Baaln.  Tha  aoaaurad  awarago  annual  aadlaanc  ylald  of  tha  baaln 
waa    .17   AF  par   aquara   alio   par   yaar. 

For  tha  aaallar  raaarvolr  analytad  In  tho  DEIS.  ( .000  AF  waa 
allocatad  to  aadlaanc  atoraga.  Ulch  tha  60.000  AF  raaarvolr 
analyzad  In  tho  SDEIS,  raaarvolr  oparaclona  do  not  lowar  tha  wacar 
atorai^a  voluao  balow  10.000  AF.  Again,  thara  la  an  aapLa  aargln 
of  aafaty  for  ovanta  auch  m»  thoaa  rafarancad  In  tha  coaaant. 
Vhtla  bank  landaltdaa  aa  a  raault  of  raaarvolr  eparatlona  would 
conauao  atorago  voluao,  Choy  alao  ganarally  would  Incraaaa  tha 
raaarvolr  voluao  by  aoaa  aaeunt,  I. a.,  chay  ganorally  raault  In  a 
dlaplacaaanc  of  aacarlal  not  «  total  eonauaptlon  of  raaarvolr 
voluaa. 

O'ZOTha  tapact  of  aach  daa  on  floatboattng  waa  conaldarad  In  aora 
dacall  for  tho  SDEIS  (pagaa  )-l0«.  4-B9.  and  4.169  4  170). 
Bacauaa  tha  lapacta  ara  nagllglbla.  no  aconoalc  lapacCa  wara 
aatlaatad. 
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(  Since   further   Information  on 

^     AA       |Moun(nn    EiChjnqe    PrO)ectJ     U    no« 
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mvision  Of  H«TfR  HtSOWCES 

To  btttir  Identify  tolenlul  -'ojtct  Iroicts.  Ihe  OEIS  should  list 
the  wjter  rights  locittd  b«t»«n  t>i«  '.-o  silts  ind  tdose  inunditfd  by  the 
prooosed  reservoirs.  So««  inttrvem.vj  rights  may  be  affected  by 
selecting  the  Rock  Creek  site. 

Joint-use  reservoir  and  Green 

. ,.  ...^ ..  ,.„  lable,  section  1.5,3  should  be 

.jodated.   Ihe  Buddy  Creek  site  •oull  conflict  «Uh  some  of  the  oropostd 
iGreen  Mountain  puino  back  alternatives. 

WATUg«L  APFAS  PPOCatH 

The  proposed  Muddy  Creek  reservoir  poses  potentially  significant 
Impacts  to  occurrences  of  Osterhout  ;  illkvetch.  Astragalus  siUl±iMii. 
a  plant  species  proposed  for  federal  listing  as  threatened  or  endangered 
(Category  1).   Most  of  the  known  occurrences,  coworlsing  the  single 
largest  poDulatlon  of  the  plant,  are  located  »lthln  the  proposed  tluddy 
Creek  reservoir  Impact  area,  fleservolr  construction  and  operation 
constitute  a  significant  potential  impact  to  the  species.  Conservation 
of  the  species  may  regulre  some  or  all  of  the  following: 

1)  Shoreline  fluctuation  of  as  little  as  10  feet  could  destroy 
manv  Individual  plants.   Diking  and  fencing  of  occurrences  of 
Astriaalul  osf rhoiitll  irt   not  sufficient  protection  of  the 
species,  since  dikes  may  alter  surface  water  flow  with  unknown 
conseauences  (e.g.,  snow  retention  may  be  greater  behind 
dikes),  and  fencing  will  not  affect  water  levels. 
Microclimatic  effects  of  the  fluctuating  water  line  on 
Astragalus  osterhautll  are  also  unknown. 

2)  Proposed  access  roads  for  the  Muddy  Creek  site  will  dissect 
known  populations  of  Astragalus  UJjrhjiUi  "n  the  south  end  of 
the  reservoir.  All  roads  and  developed  facilities  should  be 
designed  tn  avoid  occurrences  of  Astragalus  osfrhoutil. 

))  Borrow  and  fill  material  sites  should  be  chosen  to  avoid 
disturbing  Ostnaoalus  osterhout I  1  occurrences.   Several 
populations  south  of  the  proposed  reservoir  site  are  not  shown 
on  map  3-6S  and  borrow/fill  areas  should  not  affect  these 
occurrences  (see  attached  map). 

4)  Oevelopewnt  of  recreational  facilities  on  the  western  edge  of 
the  reservoir  could  have  substantial  impacts  on  occurrences  of 
Astraaalus  nilerhautll. 

5)  Offslte  protection  for  special  plant  ppoulatlons  should  occur 
on  a  1:1  basis  for  populations  lost  to  Inundation  or 
developiwnt. 
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a  proponent  ha*  or  haa  appllad  for  tha  nacaaaary  eond I  Clonal 
oraga  rlghc  on  Huddy  Craak  to  support  cha  propoaad  raaarvolr.  A 
coaplaca  vacar  rtghta  Hating  for  althar  Rock  or  Muddy  Creek  can 
bo  obcalnad  directly  froa  tha  Colorado  Scaco  Cnglnoar  and  It  waa 
not  conaldarad  nacaaaary  to  add  to  tha  voluaa  of  tha  EIS  by 
Including  such  a  I lacing.  Inccrvanlng  water  right a  on  cha 
Colorado  River  would  not  be  affected  if  Rock  Creek  Raaarvolr  ware 
panalctad. 

3*28  S^rtlon  I  5.3  h«x  been  changed  to  reflect  the  completion  of  tha 
Jolnt-u9e  Reservoir  study.  The  Muddy  Creek  *C*  alte  In  that  atudy 
la     atallfir     to     the    preferred    alternative    of     the    SHElS  The 

relationship   of    the    prnpoaed    project    and    Site    A   on   Muddy    Craak    la 
dlacuaaad   In  Section  2.2.2.3   SDClS. 


3-29  l.pecta 


ill 


:o  shoreline  fluctuation, 
concerna,  are  Included  tn  the  tapact  aaaeasaent  presented  tn 
Sections  4.4.6  2.  4  4  6.3  and  5.3.3  of  tha  SDEIS.  Oua  to  your 
concerna,  this  aasaasaanc  waa  proaantad  In  aora  detail  in  tha 
SDEIS .  aa  well  aa  In  Che  Biological  Aaaaaaaont.  and  tha  Muddy 
Creek  Reaarvolr  Mitigation  Plan. 
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T*i«   (r«H«ll'^  Cr»t»ctout   AflBOAitt    lociMty   Rt«tarc>>   Nalur«l    Ar«|    li 
lac«t»d  within  ont  ailf  vf   tht  sroooi**)  HwJdv  Crctk   r*itrve(r. 
Aciuttitt  iiioOAtfd  »lt^  rtitrvoir  coflttructlofl  and  uit  could  «rffct 
thfi  vaUabIt  p«Uontol04)ic«1    locality. 

QC»aTM{HT  OF   HIOWAYS 

SH  134  Mtll   b«  dtr«ctl>  ifUcttd  by  tht  Rxk  CrMk  proooial   and  SH 
«0  by  th*  Muddy  Cretk  prp(w«|l.      Tht  Orafl  CIS   ihould   tdtnti'y   and 
guandfy  tht  waunt  of    i«o<ct   and   1fm)th  of  hi^h«av  affected  by   «ach 
rtitrvoir   proooiat         The  dOCUWtnl    nttdl    tO   dllCUlI    how    l«OiClJ    «-tll    b* 
■  Iti9at<d.    t   t..    hfqrvwar  rtlocalion.    ratting  hiqhw«y  9rad«i   and 
tlffvationi.    bridgtnq.    etc..    and   Itatt   that   plant   prtpartd   to   rtduct    thtlt 
lapactl  "uit   bt   revip««(j   and   approvtd   by   tht  OtpirtPtnt   of  Hi^htiari   prior 
to  project    final   dtttgn   ind/or  construction.      It   iKould  bt  nottd   thtt 
COttl    for   tht  attiqatlon  of    trpictl   to   tht   ititt  hl9h«ty   iystt«  nlM   b« 
paid   for  by   tht   rtltrvolr  prooontnti.      Additionally,    al)    tilstinq   and  ntw 
acctti  pomti    ( Inttrtcction^)   with   itat*  hlahwayi   that  will    provide 
acctii  10  tht  rtltrvolr  will  havt  to  bt  fuliir  channellted  (left  and  rt9ht 
turn   lanes    and   acctltratlon   and  dtctltratton   lanes)    to  Bilnttin  or 
ia«rowe  tht  safety  of   theit   inttriectlont   In  1 i^ht  of   incrtaitd  traffic 
vtluBts   and   turning  aovtMents   at   thtst    ItcatlOAl. 

CQKKUM  HtSTQWrCM    SQCIFTt 

Sotctfic  coOTwnts   related   to  tht  trtaUtent  of  cultural    reiourctt    in 
tht  OEIS   rolloti: 

PiQt  vtl .   Cultural    Rtsourcts,   Hlllqatlon  coluan   -    Instrt    'offtels 
to'   after  '■Itigati.*     Chanqt  'catiloqut'   to  'record.' 

Pfqf  vH I ■   Cultural   Rttourcts,   Mitigation  celuwt   -  Add  'tfftcts   to* 
afttr  '■ttlgatt* 

Paoe   1-16.   Historic   Preservation  Offlct.   Act  or  Regulation  colww   • 
O^ti   'and  executive  Ordtr   IIS93.    Section  2(b).'     This  has  bten 
Incorporated    into   the   reviltd   36  CFR  800. 

Piqt   1-16.   Historic   Preservation  Office.   Requlrefltnt  coluan   • 
Substltutt  'regulations*   for  'Extcutlvt  Ordtr.' 

P»Q«  <-71.   «.3.12  2.    •  The  first  sentence  should  bt  moved  to 

4  3.13.2.   since  it  discusses  a  cultural   resource   Itsut  rather  than 

a  recrtitioft  Issut. 

Pioe  4-7?.   second  paragraph  -    [t   Is  not  correct  to  state  that 
•o^^ing  the  Roc*  Cre»k  State  Station  will   'save  Its  historical 
value'     Relocation  m»y  cause  the  property  to  btconw   Ineligible   for 
the  rtattonal   Register  of  Historic  Placet,   sinct  its  location  and 
setting  ontrtbute  to  Us  historic  significance.     However, 
recordat'  >n  and  relocation  would  bt  prtferred  to  recordation  and 


3*30  ^*  Kttural  Arta  la  approataacal^  four  ■Hat  fra*  tha  uppar 
p«rcL»n  af  cha  raearvalr  an4  wawltf  ba  aara  than  flva  •llae  froa 
any  eanjtrueclon  activity.  Hate  af  cha  tenacnKClan  wvuld  occur 
near  tha  daa  tlta.  vHlch  it  lararal  •llae  away.  Racrtaclonal 
uaa  af  cha  raaarv«lr  would  ba  caneantracad  In  tha  caspground  and 
daa  area     raclMr  than  at  tha  u^par  %n4  af  tha  ratarrvir. 

3*31  I«P«et«  on  Stata  Highway  IJ4  art  Idanctfiatf  In  Sactlwi  2.4.2  SDItS 
and  ara  avaluatad  In  SacClaei  4.3.17.  lapaect  on  U.  S.  Ntfthway  40 
ara  ldantlfla4  In  Section  2.5.2  an4  a«aluaea4  In  Sacclan  4.4.17. 
If  a  project  la  paralttad  tha  proponent  will  pr->f!e«d  with  final 
daalgna  »nA  comply  with  all  Ptdaral  and  Scaca  atandarde.  paraUt. 
and  rawlaw  ra^lraaaata.  Tha  proponant  will  bear  tha  coata  of  all 
nacaaaary  aodlf Uatloew   c«   tha   Staca   hlfhvay  ayataa. 


3*32    ^*   appraclata   your  ca^Naea. 

3*33  Ua  appraclata  your  co^aanca. 
3*34^«  appraclata  your  coanonca. 


3*35  Section  4.3  12.2  addraaaaa  tha  raeraatlonal  uaa  of  tha  Stage  Stop 
rachar  than  tha  cultural  valuaa. 

3*36  "•  appraclata  your  clarification  of  thla  liaua.  Tha  Stage  Stop 
and  lea  proparty  would  ba  awaluatatf  during  tha  ilca-apaclf le 
aurvty  of  cha  araa.  Cultural  raaourcat  are  generally  coneldarad 
totally    altlgacad    when    altlgatlon    la    approved    aa    propoaad    In 

Section  4.3.13.2. 
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leaolltlon  or  Inundation.  \n   addition,  an  historical 
irc^aeological  survey  of  the  property  would  be  loproorlate  whether 
ihe  building  were  to  bt  aoved  or  deiwl Hhed.  It  it  incorrect  to 
assert  (hat  either  alternative  'would  create  no  significant  iPoacf 
since  relocation,  deaolltlon  or  Inundation  would  constitute 
significant  adverse  effects. 

IP<qe  4-7;.  4.3.13.2.  •  There  would  be  no  need  lo  reevaluate  the 
Cock  Creek  State  Station  unless  there  were  reason  to  beheve  t^at 
its  National  Register  eligibility  status  had  changed.   Any  eligible 
irchaeologicil  properties  to  bt  laoacted  Fw  'he  undertaking  Mould 
reauirt  loaa  itvtl  of  data  rtcovtry. 

[Paoe  4-7?.  4  3.13.2.  and  Pioe  4-132.  4.413.2.  and  3.  Effects  to 
cultural  resources  art  not  evaluated  In  terat  of  acceptable  levels 

lof  Impacts,  fewer  historic  properties  nay  be  affected  by  one 
alttrnatlvt  than  another,  or  fewer  may  bt  adversely  affected.  Lets 
advtrst  altlgatlon  ottasures.  I.e.  relocation  rather  than 
deiiolltlon,  or  less  extensive  or  costly  altlgatlon  atasures  nay  bt 
possibit  undtr  ont  alternative  versus  anothtr. 

Paoe  S-8.  $.2.6.  -  If  It  Is  decided  to  Inundate  rather  than 
relocate  the  Rock  Creek  State  Station,  an  historical  archatologlcal 
survey  and  testing  of  the  site  along  with  KA6S  recordation  would  be 
appropriate.  However,  excavation  would  not  be  necessary  unless  tht 
survey  indicattd  tht  potential  for  subsurface  archatologlcal 
resources. 

Paoe  S-ia.  S.3.S.  -  Mitigation  atasurts  alghl  bt  Hallar  to  thott 
proposed  for  the  Rock  Creek  Alternative,  but  would  be  dependent  on 
the  nature  and  significance  of  tht  rtsources  idtntifitd  as  a  result 
of  a  survty. 

WATgP  QUALTTT  CQHTROL  DIVISION 

Whilt  tht  water-quality  Modelling  done  for  tht  CIS  Is  subject  to 
uncertainty,  tht  report  Indicates  that  eutrophtcation  is  wirt  Itktiy  to 

1  occur  In  Huddy  Creek  Reservoir.  Prediction  of  specific  levels  of  water 
quality  oaraaeters  for  co«K>arlsofl  with  water  quality  standards  should  bt 
Included  in  tht  CIS  analysis. 

7491 


f.i  u-l 


3'37  Out  to  racant  changai  In  tha  atruetura  dua  to  huaan  acclona,  cha 
allglblUty  atatui  of  tha  Staga  Stop  aay  hava  changed,  and  hanca 
should  ba  rawlavad. 

3*38  ^^  ^'  poaalbla  that  with  further  lurvay,  chat  dlffertneea  batwaen 
cha  two  alcaa  aay  bacoaa  apparent.  Baaed  on  cha  axlatlng 
tnforaaclon,  both  elcas  appear  to  ba  very  elallar  with  reepect  to 
potential  cultural  reaourca  valuaa.  Tha  propoaad  altlgatlon  would 
dataralna    tha   appropriate   aaaiuraa    for   all   hltterlcal   proparclaa. 


3*39  Kore  detailed  water  lyualtty  aedaling  of  tha  propoead  reaervolr  la 
balng  conduccad  by  Cha  \J .  S.  Geological  Survey  under  contract  to 
Cho  project  proponent.  When  reiulta  ara  aval  labia,  pradletad 
loadlnge  will  ba  eoaparad  with  atandarde  at  Muddy  Creak.  A 
Bulcl-lavel  outlet  towar  la  an  integral  part  of  cha  propoaad 
project  (Saa  Section  2.3.1  SDCIS)  end  would  provide  flaxlbllltv  In 
reaervetr  operaclon  and  allow  eoaa  control  of  taaparature  and 
wacar  quality  paraaatara  In  Cha  raaarvolr  and  dowmacraaa  tall 
water. 
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rum 


October  9.    1997 


SLTUiie  Chamber 

Siiiie  of  Coloriidci 

Den\er 


Vbf  •  OaHm«n  o*- 


Mr.  Jerrjr  t.    Scheldt 
FortSt  Supervisor 

ftoutt  Mitton«l  Ferctt 

Z9S87  West  U.S.  HlghMay  «0 

Suttt  20 

StesMboat  Springs,  Colorado  80487 

Oeir  Hr.  Schatdt: 

t  ««  wrlclnf  thU  Utter  to  rtdueit  thit  the  Forest  Service  Issue  i  pemtt 
for  the  conitructton  of  ■  reservoir  on  Rock  Crttk.      Ourtn^  (he  past  nonth 
I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  sbeve  referenced  EIS  and  Co  visit 
both  sites  In  the  field  Mith  represencacives  of  the  Forest  Service,  the 
Colorado  Itlver  Water  Conservancy  District.  Grand  and  Boutt  Ceurty 
Cowiiiitoners.  and  representatives  of  the  envtroniienta I  cowwynlty.   I  have 
long  been  associated  **lth  watar  resources  Issues  on  the  Western  Slope  and 
throughout  the  State  of  Colorado,  and  with  the  need  to  davclop  adequate 
Mater  supplies,  to  iiect  both  present  and  future  Mater  deteends  and  to  apply 
Colorado's  compact-allocated  aaters  to  beneficial  use. 

In  my   opinion,  the  Bock  Creek  Daa  and  Reservoir  Is  far  better  suited  to 
meet  the  present  and  future  purpose  and  need  of  the  project  and  the  public 
Interest  will  be  better  served  with  construction  of  a  facility  at  Bock 
Creek  than  the  alternative.   Rock  Creek  mIII  provide  an  tnwedlate  water 
provide  for  Western  Slope  users  and  an  inttrln  supply  for  the  atetro  Denver 
region  as  well  as  supply  a  much  higher  quality  recreational  opportunity. 


During  the  Just  concluded  legislative 
concerning  the  ultlKate  passage  of  le 
use  which  provides  for  mitigation  fu 
water  process  development.   During  co 


session,  there  was  •■itenslve  debate 
MSlatlon  Identified  as  House  Bill 
Ids  to  be  used  In  assoclacton  with 
ilttec  testinony  In  both  House  and 


Stnitt.  the  facility  at  Rock  Creek  was  identified  as  the  possible  first 
facility  which  utilized  nitlgitlon  funds  provided  for    in  House  8111  1158. 
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Thank  you  for  your  eooBcnC. 
Che  preferred  altemacLvo. 


It  waa  eonaldarad  In  cha  aalceclon  of 
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Mr.  Jerry  I.    Sch«1dt 
October  9.  1987 
Pagt  Two 


Identifying  Rock  Creek  as  the  pr-fe'-'-^d  alternative  and  permitting 
construction  at  the  Bock  Creek  site  -ill  be  the  Forest  Service  action 
which  most  eff'ctlvely  meet  the  cri'tna  set  forth  in  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  alternative  which  best  serves  the  public 
Interest. 

Your  favorable  consideration  of  selecting  the  Rock  Creek  Daa  and  Reservoir 
site  will  be  very  much  appreciated,  not  only  by  me  but  by  most  people  and 
organizations  who  are  Interested  in  and  concerned  about  seeing  that 
adequate  water  Is  avellabte  to  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Colorado. 

Sincerely, 


Response 


4- 2    rhank  you  for  your  coaaent 
Che  preferred  alcemaclva. 


ildered  In  Che  aeleeclo 
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Oetobar  14.  1917 


Rr.  J«rry  e.  Schaldt 
rorait  Sup«rvttor 
Route  Hatlonal  Portac 
395tT  u.  U.S.  40,  Suits  20 
Staaaboac  Sprlnqt.  CO  I04IT 

D«ar  Kr.  Schaldt ■ 

Subjactt   Kock  Cr««k/Hi.ddy  Cr«ek 

tnvLroniMntal  lapact  Statsavnt 

TMi  !•  to  r«qu«flt  that  you  Includ*  In  th«  official  racord 
of  htarln^s  on  th«  Envlronncntal  I«paet  Statvnwnt  this 
Itttcr  rcqu«icln9  that  cha  Foratt  Servlea  iiiua  a  pemit 
for  tha  construction  of  a  rasarvoir  by  th«  Colorado  Plv«r 
Watar  Conaarvatlon  Olaerlct  on  Rock  Craak.   In  addition 
to  balnq  a  Denvar  area  raaldant  and  a  State  Ser.jtor  r^p- 
raaantlnq  portions  o'  Arapaho*  and  Oanvar  Countlaa,  I  aa 
•  cattla  rancher  and  property  owner  In  tha  vicinity  of 
NcCoy  and  Taapa,  and  I  aa  therefore  thorouqhly  familiar 
vlth  Rock  Creek,  Muddy  Creek  and  the  proposed  mitigation 
lands  with  representatives  of  the  Forest  Service,  the 
Colorado  Hater  Conservation  Board  and  County  Conanissioners 
from  Grand  and  Routt  counties.   Also  on  the  tour  were 
board  aembers  of  the  Northern  Colorado  tester  Conservation 
District,  tha  water  Resources  and  Power  Development  Author- 
ity, the  Denver  Water  Board  and  the  Colorado  water  Conser- 
vation Board.   Durintj  that  tour  it  vas  reconfirmed  and 
becane  obvious  that  Pock  Creek  is  by  far  tha  bast  reservoir 
site,  both  environn^ntally  and  fro*  a  recreational  point  of 
view.   It  would  also  be  the  much  better  econor-lc  asset  of 
the  two  alternatives.   Further,  I  caae  Co  appreciate  juat 
why  Grand  County  and  the  Middle  Park  Watar  Conservancy 
District  wants  to  preserve  Muddy  Creek  for  a  large  reservoir: 
it  if  the  best  reservoir  site  high  in  the  basin  and  nay- 
tayers  to  the  contrary,  the  construction  of  a  small  Muddy 
Creek  at  this  time  will  very  probably  preclude  the  develop- 
ment of  a  large  reservoir  on  Muldy  Creek  in  tha  future. 
The  State  of  Colorado  as  a  whole  and  Che  Western  Slope 
in  particular  needs  to  have  the  ability  co  build  a  large 
(as  I  understand  it  approxiaateiy  120,000  acre  feat] 
reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek. 
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Tbank   yo  j    for   vour   eoaacnc.      It  «aa   eeiuldarcd   In  ch*   Bttlcecton  •{ 
tha    prtCarrad  alcamaclva. 
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Kr .  Jerry  C.  Schmidt 
October  14,  1997 
Page  2 


The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  reviews  to  some  extent 
the  history  of  how  agreement  was  reached  on  both  sides  of 
the  Continental  Divide  (or  construction  of  a  reservoir 
which  will  benefit  both  the  trescern  Slope  and  tha  Denver 
metropolitan  area.   Previously  agreements  had  been  con- 
sunmated  which  would  benefit  tha  western  Slope  and  Northern 
Colorado.   The  construction  of  a  t-'estern  Slope  reservoir 
will  provide  an  immediately  available  water  supply  for  Che 
v-'ettern  Slope  as  well  as  an  Intarira  supply  for  the  Denver 
metropolitan  area.   The  Denver  Water  Board,  ?.'orchern 
Colorado  Water  Conservancy  01  str ict-tlunlclpa  1  Subdistrict. 
Colorado  Water  Conaervation  District,  Colorado  River 
District  and  Grand  County  Commissioners  and  Che  Board 
of  the  Middle  Park  water  Conservation  Diacrict  have  all 
expressed  a  preference  for  Pock  Creek.   After  the  fipld 
tour  I  now  better  understand  why  they  hav«  expressed 
that  preference.   It  will  provide  a  very  attractive  and 
environmentally  sound  recreational  facility  and  total 
recreation  days  In  all  categories  but  especially  fishing 
will  be  greatly  enhanced.   Afldltional  stream  fishing 
will  be  provided  af  Egeria  Creek,  but  )usc  as  impor'^nt, 
stream  fishing  below  the  reservoir  will  probably  be  im- 
proved <of  13  Gold  Medal  waters  in  the  Srace  of  Colorado, 
I  are  Influenced  or  enhanced  by  upstream  reservoirs) ■ 

Crployment  In  Che  Southern  Routt  County  will  be  greatly 
enhancad  if  the  Rock  Creek  Raservoir  goes  forward. 

1  therefore  urge  you  to  issue  a  construction  permit  for 
Rock  Cri*ek .   It  best  serves  the  public  interest,  including 
the  publl-:  Interest  as  set  forth  in  the  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act.  .It  Is  a  sound  decision  environmentally 
to  provide  for  the  future  of  Western  Colorado. 


The  Honorable  Ben  Highchorse  Campbell 
The  Honorable  William  Arm^'rong 
The  Honorabl"  Hank  Brown 


5*2   Thank  you  for  your  coaeenc 
Che  preferred  alcarnactve. 


Ic  waa  conaldered  In  the  selecclo 
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GRAND 
COUNTY 


0<**<ici  I.  fnt^  •M4I 
1>A.|lfU.|NCt(>M«M 

0»*ITtc1  II.  Qt*««*    ■•44« 
r*Ul  J.  OMAI 


BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 


COUflT  HOUtt.  HOT  •M^MUN  BMIMGI    COLONAOO    M41I 

w^Hi:  lu-rn  isri 

a.  HOW  Alio  MOOOT 


Hovaabttr  3. 


Hr.  Jerry  Z.    Scheldt,  Forest  Supervisor 
Routt  Hetlonal  Forest 
295B7  M.  U.S.  40  -  Suite  JO 
Steasiboet  Springs.  CO    10487 

REi   Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek  (DEIS) 

Doer  Hr.  SchaiLdtt 

The  Grand  County  Board  of  County  Covnl se loners  has  reviewed  the  DEXS 
and  provided  for  input  f  roia  local  agencies  and  the  general  pub  I  ic. 
We  appreciate  the  coordination  and  efCorcs  provided  by  you  and  your 
staff  and  the  openess  exhibited  with  the  process.   The  adverse  i»- 
pscta  caused  by  the  Windy  Cap  Proleet  are  prisicrlly  eirperlenced  In 
Grand  County  and  therefore  the  project  selected  nust  prlnerily  benefit 
Grand  County.   rrom  our  review  nnd  Input  provided  to  us.  it  is  evident 
that  so»»e  local  adverse  Impacts  have  not  been  identified  or  thoroughly 
discussed.   Basically,  the  DCIS  adequately  addresses  some  of  the  cn- 
vlromnental  impact*  of  the  sites  identified. 

However,  certain  assumptions  have  been  made  in  the  study  which  are 
misleading  and  would  lead  the  reader  to  conclude  that  the  neoatlve 
impacts  are  minimal  after  construction  and  operation  of  cither  reser- 
voir.  One  model  provided  (Table  4. 3. J. 31  points  out  that  diversions 
are  assumed  to  be  at  the  mjixlmum  allowable  legal  capacity.   Therefore, 
by  comparing  the  simulated  baseline  flows  with  the  project  flows  an 
unrealistic  change  Is  noted  In  Lines  4  and  *> .      The  real  chana*  in 
actual  flowB  would  reflect  a  cotnparlslon  of  columns  1  and  i. 

Therefore,  baaed  upon  "models'  and  other  assumptions  the  OCIS  concludes 
that  adverse  effects  are  minimal  on  many  ■■ariables.   It  becomes  obvious 
that  the  operation  of  Rock  Creek  may  have  an  unacceotable  adverse  Im- 
pact on  c;rand  County  for  an  Indeterminate  period  of  years.   Also,  the 
operation  of  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  may  have  an  adverse  Imnact  on 
Grand  County  above  Kremmling  for  in   indeterminate  period  of  years. 
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The  EIS  must  show  realistic  impacts  In  Grand  County.   The  oroposed 
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projects  must  identify  and  quantify  adverse  and  beneficial  Imo^cti 

on  mlnimua  stream  flows  and  water  auality,  white  water  rafting,  fish- 

ing leases.  Irrigation  and  municipal  water  and  saw«r  systems. 

The  Board  of  Comntssloncrs  expressed  reservations  early  In  the  process 

that  all  alternative  projects  were  not  being  considered.   Currently, 

the  Colorado  i-'ater  Resources  and  Power  Devclooment  Authority  Is  con- 

ducting a  study  in  the  Fraser  River  Valley  to  determine  the  feasibility 

of  a  reservoir  project  or  series  of  projects.   This  study  when  eomolet- 

ed  In  1989  may  indicate  that  auicabl*  reservoir  sites  are  available  In 

the  Fraser  Valley  which  would  alleviate  water  shortaoe  problems  in 

Grand  Countv.   We  hope  that  site  selection  and  construction  of  bene- 

ficial reservoirs  in  the  Fraaer  Valley  be  expedited. 

we  recognlie  that  the  Rock  Creek  Reservoir  could  be  constructed  In  the 

future  to  assist  Che  water  needs  of  the  entire  River  District.   However, 

in  view  of  the  fact  that  Muddy  Creek  is  in  Grand  County  and  Is  heavily 

aupported  by  Grand  County  residents  and  that  a  ftuddy  Creek  Reservoir 

more  closely  meets  the  requirements  of  Che  windy  Gap  Agreement,  the 

Grand  County  Board  of  Conmssloners  prefer  the  Muddy  Creek  site. 

Therefore,  the  Grand  County  Board  of  Conmissioners  request  that  Its 
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position  statement  in  support  of  Pock  Creek  Res*»rvolr  be  removed  from 

the  CIS.   Grand  County  supports  the  selection  of  a  reservoir  and  asso- 

ciated facilities  on  Muddy  Creek. 

Please  consider  our  comments  In  your  decision  process. 

Sincerely. 

fii^/'nr/Yfy»r.^r'a(       ' 

Richard  A.  Leonard 

Chalrsan 
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The  SDCIS  does  real  IsCleally  show  poCanClal  lapaccs  In  Crar>d 
Countv.  Flow  changes  on  Muddy  Creek.  Che  Colorado  River  at 
Kreaaltng.  and  the  Blue  River  below  Craen  Mountain  Reaervolr  are 
quantified  In  the  doc use nc  for  the  preferred  alternative  {$•• 
SOEIS  Sections  4.4  3.2  and  U  4.3.4  as  wall  as  Appendix  A). 
Potent  la  I  lopaccs  on  water  quality  are  discussed  In  Seector 
4.4.}, 5  and  adverse  and  beneficial  effects  ta  white  water  rafting 
are    prasenc^d    in    Section    4    4.12.1     (SDCIS)  Adverse     lapaets    ofi 

flshlni  leases.  Irrlgaclon.  and  aunlclpal  wacar  and  sawer  systcai 
are   not   expected. 


6*2      ^^"   atacesenc  hae  been  deleted  froa  tho   SDEIS. 
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ROUTT  COUNTY  BOAf^D  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
Boi  773598  ■   Siumbox  Springs   •   Colorido   80477  ■   303/879-0108 
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HAXO  ocLtvoeo 


»«r.    J*rry    {.    5cr«l  «C 

for99t  Stf«erv  ttor 

Aovtt  *Uttontl    Forest 

7^8/   Wen  US  40 

Suite  20 

SteaaMst  Svrfn^s,    Co.      80477 

*E:   «ock  Cree»  Reservoir  Project 

Oesr  fr.    Sc^wlAi 

Aft»r  sttsndlng  your  Be^tltg*  relitUe  to  ttie  Bocfc 
Creek  *eier«oir  Project,  the  ee«r«  of  Cowtty 
C(»alssiOAer«  for  »>owtt  Cog«ty  Is  »ery  -Mch  i»»  fevor  of 
Vie  flock  O'eeh  project  as  0>e  preferree  site  es  ooposed 
to  the  ^idtfy  Crtw^  site,  we  fevor  tock  Creek  beiea  on 
•tl  ne  tnronaetfon  thit  het  Men  provided  to  tnis 
point  SM  reel  th«t  the  project  Is  benoflelel  to  «o«tt 
County.  H(w«>*er,  .e  do  feel  tJiet  »e  vol  ford  >««nti1«t 
projoct  1ft  Crsnd  Coynty  could  be  enother  benericta) 
project  de*n  the  line  if  It  Is  «ateraln«d  to  bo 
emr  Iromems)  1y    sound. 

The  concerns  of  t^e  Boutt  County  eltUoni  on  tho  2100 
acre  «et)«nds  aitlfttlon  plan  along  E^erU  C»-e«k  needs 
to  be  addressed  aore  loeci f leal  1 y.  ftovtt  County  hat 
conoucted  a  fact  giOierlng  alssloft  In  «n  sttwpt  to 
acdreas  this  concern.  According  to  Nr.  Jaaes  Leery  the 
ffoutt  County  Assessor,  the  aH>wnt  of  property  tavot 
lost  by  thU  prooree  voul  d  be  nlnlaial  or  at  bOft  I 
breeh  exeft  proposition.  « I  though  ae  >oul  d  need  sore 
specific  legal    coscriptlont  to  bo  caruin. 

Hofffwor,  If  «n  tssuMOtlon  vere  oado  thdt  alt  tht 
■  itlgatlon    land    •ere    datt    11    gruing,     tho    assosaed 

valuation  «euld  be  ZXOO  x  la.aO/acre  •  J9.r40.00. 
'Ajltlply     th*t    figure    by     tfte    Mt  M     levy     of     .07?2Sl     and 

the  result  Is  5667.50  por  year  in  tdMS  paid  to  the 
County     antf    all      Special     01  strict  a.         If     there    any 

loprovoMents  on  the  property,  t^e  fomtila  end  figure 
«ni    change. 


7*1  I^*  Co  Che  relatively  e»«ll  oMount  of  e«>ea  on4  feee  thec  we 
change  due  co  the  plan,  tho  eeonoay  of  tho  county  veuld  not 
■Ignlf Icancly  affected  as  you  have  concluded.  Therefore,  ch 
flguroo  war*  not   Included   In  tho  DIIS. 
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According  to  tho  latest  preliminary  ettlaatos  by  tho 
AoutC  National  Forest.  Routt  Count^  and  al  1  Soeci  a1 
Olftricts  «ni  receive  between  13.7SO.00  and  (4.250. 00 
In  entlclpattd  Forest  Service  fees.  Along  «ith  Oiesa 
feot*  tho  Spin-Off  of  rel  a  tod  sales  and  serv  icot  In 
South  ftewtt  County  could  provldo  additional  Jobs  and 
servle«i   In  the  near   futuro. 

In  iiaeaary.  tho  Qoard  of  County  Caasl  stlonort  would 
Oef  Inl  tely  support  the  Rock  Creok  project  «hlch  « til 
ultlaiataly  stl*ulata  the  over-all  econony  in  South 
Potftt  County    and  Grand  County. 

We  tftanti  you  In  advance  for  the  ooportunlty  to  C(wnent 
on  the  Aoch  Creek  project  and  «e  look  forward  to 
■  orktng  «lth  you   In  tho  future. 

Sincerely* 

POiTT  CDUMTir  80AW>  OF  COt*IS$IONE«S 

Paul    A.    Kanney      I      Po6ert  A.    Oorr  C.    Mnni  ■  Fl  thtr 


Response 


Cavid  M,    >^rr 
Wesley   Signs 


7.  2      Thank  you  for  your  co^tanc.      It  vaa  consldored   tn  tha   lalecClon  of 
the   pieferrad  altamaclva. 
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ROUTT  COUNTY  BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
Box  773598  ■  Steamboat  Springs  ■   Colorado  80477  ■   303/8790108 


October  S.   1987 


Mr.    Jerry   £,    ScNil  (Tt 
Forett  SuDervlaor 
Routt  National    Forest 
295§7    West  us  40 

Suite  20 

Stawiboat  Springs.      Co.      80^7 

fiCi   flock  Creek  Reservoir  Project 

Dear  Jerryi 

Attacheil  please  find  a  copy  of  the  position  rtat«*ent 
9grm%4  upon  by  the  Routt  CounFv  Board  of  County 
Coweljiloners.  The  9oarij  It  very  supportive  of  this 
project  and  •ill  continue  to  fupport  it*  location  along 
with   the  Colorado  Mater  Conservation  District. 

Thanti  you  for  this  opportunity  to  respond  In  Support  of 
tMs  v«l  Md  project. 


Sincerely. 


Oavld  Ya«ad« 

County  A*1n1ftrator 


Mr.    Oav Id  H.    H 
Mr.    Hes   Signs 
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ROUTT  CDUWTY  POSITION    yTAT^tCMT 
ROCK  CREEK  RESCRVOm 


Rotftt  Cbunty  feels  It  It  laportant  to  eatress  our  v1«s  regarding  the  proposed 
Rock  Creek  Reservoir  Project.  The  continued  decline  of  coal  alniptg  and 
agrlcvltura  has  dsM-eased  the  ecenoiqr  in  Rowtt  County.  As  a  result.  Routt 
County's  econoey  greatly  depend*  on  recreation  and  tourla.  The  County  haa 
becae  a  eajor  participant  In  assisting  private  Industry  and  other  public 
agencies  tn  encouraging  aconcalc  devel  ooaent.  Rater  based  recreation  Is 
taportant  for  the  OOunry' «  econony  vltft  SHlitlng  lahet  and  reservoirs  )uch  as 
Stea»6eat  Lahe.  Pearl  Lake.  Hahn' a  "«ak  Lake,  lake  CataMount,  Hk  Head 
Reservoir  and   the  recant   de»«lopeent  of  Stagecoacn  Refervoir. 

We  In  Routt  county  anceurige  and  tupport  continued  projects  such  as  the 
proposed  Rock  Creek  Reaervolr  «k1dt  store  the  waters  In  ewr  County  and  other 
headwater  counties  by  deva)  opi  ng  «en-pl  anned  and  anv  Ironaental  1y  sound 
reservoirs  «h1dt   also  encourags  >ater  recrsstlon   beneficial    to  their  econowy. 


opportunity    to   itate  i 


position  for   the  record. 


Q  .  ^      Thank  you  for  your  convene 
the  prefscred  «Lt«rn«tLva. 


It  «a*  coftsldered  In  Cha  salecclo 
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Nr.    Jvrry  C-    Sctuildt 
rotate    Sup«rTlior 
•outt   Nation*!    Focoit 


0Q«D1IIATQK.     IHTEIICQVgRWWgirTAL    ATFAJ 
PgtrVgl    WATCT    OEPAfmEKT 


lock  Crook/Vtuddr   Cro«k   Roiorvolr    Dtttt    EIS 

Public    Hoartnq 

Donvor    Botanic   Cardan 

Octobof    i,    19«7 


Tho  Colorado  llvor  Mator  Conaorvatlon  District  has  salvcttd  a 
Buparior  tlca  on  Rock  Creak  as  Its  prafarrad  sttarnativa  (or  • 
proposad  rasarvolr.   Tha  District's  cholca  and  cha  arr anqamant 
which  tha  District  has  raachad  with  tha  Danv«r  Soard  of  Matat 
CoMBitslonars  for  tha  usa  of  watar  froa  tha  (aiarvolr  ara  tha 
rasult  of  yaara  of  difficult  nagottatlons.   A  look  at  this 
affort  shows  tha  cara  with  which  this  proposad  projact  has  baan 
•pproachad. 

In  1911.  Covarnor  Richard  Laiw  fomwd  tha  Natropolltan  watar 
Roundtabla  to  avaluata  tha  long-tarn  watar  naads  of  tha  Danv«r 
Katropolltan  Araa.   Tha  Roundtabla  was  nada  up  of 
raprasantsClvas  of  vacylnq  Intarasts  throughout  Colorado, 
Including  tha  Colorado  Rlvar  Dlscrlct.   Through  discussions 
attandsnt  to  tha  Roundtabla,  a  pralLalniry  agraatncnt  was  raached 
In  April  1983  In  which  Hcero  Danvec  and  tha  Rlvar  District  would 
jolntlr  pursua  daveiop<»ant  of  a  w«]tarn  Slopa  rasarvolr.   This 
Initial  affort  finally  reached  fruition  In  December  198(  when 
the  Riv«r  District,  Denver,  and  Northern  Colorado  approved  an 
historic  agraaatant  to  ellttinate  nany  of  the  dltfatances  which 
divided  them.   A  major  element  of  that  agreemant  was  a 
lease/financing  arrangement  for  Metro  Denver  usa  of  water  from 
either  a  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creak  Rasarvolr. 

While  tha  critics  of  the  water  cofmeunlty  often  point  to  what 
they  parcel**  as  that  comnunlty ' s  lack  of  Imagination  and 
Invtnt Ivenass,  tha  Denver/Colorado  Rlvar  District  lease 
sgreement  shows  ample  quantities  of  both.   Critics  frequently 
■xtoll  tha  virtues  of  efClcient  us*  of  water,  etchsnges,  leases, 
reasonably  small  watar  projects,  and  cooparstlon  among  water 
entitles.   Rock  Creek  meets  all  of  these  criteria.   As  such,  it 
Is  a  major  tangible  step  in  a  new  era  of  water  relations  between 
Eastern  and  w*st*rn  Colorado. 


9-1  Thank  you  for  your  eoMenc.   It  vaa  considered  In  the  salaetlon  of 
the  preferred  aLternactv*. 
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TO:  Mr.  Jerry  B.  Schmidt 
Forest  Suparvlsor 
Routt  National  Forest 


10-1 


10-2 


StffWART    TESTIMQWY    OP    WR .     REN    HITCHELL. 

DIRECTOR  OF  PLAHHING 

DENVER  WATER  DEPARTMEHT 

Rock  Creek/Nuddy  Creek  Drsft  EIS 

Public  Heerlng 

Denver  Botanic  Cardans 

October  t.  1987 


I  Based  on  hydrologic  and  other  considerations.  Rock  Creek  Is 
preferable  to  Huddy  Cceek  as  a  reservoir  site.   The  larger  Muddy 
Creek  would  still  remain  a  potential  future  site  which  could  be 
used  in  connection  with  plans  centered  on  a  possible  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir  fijmpback  project.   At  this  time,  there  are 
very  few  low  impact  large  reservoir  sites  available. 

An  Important  Issue  in  the  consideration  of  Rock  Creek  as  a 
reservoir  site  Is  the  question  of  the  recreation  which  now  takes 
place  at  the  location,  and  which  would  be  lost  through 
inundation.   Tha  fact  is  that  Rock  Creek  cannot  now  support 
heavy  recreational  uClllzatton.   t  have  rished  Rock  Creek,  and 
there  is  no  question  It  Is  a  high  quality  fishery.   However,  it 
can  remain  a  high  quality  fishery  only  IC  utilization  is  kept 
quit*  low. 

The  Draft  EIS  indicates  that  Rock  Creek  annually  has  soma  2.000 
recreation  visitor  days  (RVDs)  for  stream  fishing.   w«re  as  many 
as  8-10  persons  daily  to  fish  the  portion  of  stream  to  be 
inundated  by  the  Rock  Creek  Reservoir,  the  stream  fishing 
experience  would  be  of  quite  low  quality.   Rock  Cceek  is  far  too 
small  and  too  fragile  a  stream  to  withstand  strong  fishing 
pressure.   From  that  standpoint,  reservoir  recreation  at  tha 
Rock  Creek  site  has  much  more  to  offer. 


y^/Z'/j:^^ 


10' 1  Thank  you  for  your  c 

the  preferred  altarnatlv* 


nt.   tt  was  considered  in  tha  salactlo 


10*2  Thank  you  for  your  comawnt. 
the  preferred  alternative. 


It  was  conaldared  In  the  selection  of 
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Novaaber  t,  198T 

Oarr  Carslll,  Ration 
Rockv  riagntain  Pejlo 
USD*  Foraat  Sarvtca 
11177  N.  3th  (vanua 


il  Tortttmr 


l.akau 


Colo 


30::5 


Rack  Craak/Muddr  Craak 

Or^ft  Cnviranaantal  tapact  Statasant 
Unitad  Stataa  Foraat  Saralca 
Aufuat  19ST 


Clly  ol  Grand  Junction 

a 


m 


The   purpoae  of  this 
above- re ferenced 

State«ent(OBIS)     fo 
Colorado. 


letter 
Draft 
'   the 


It  to  offrr  eoBae 

Envlronaeotal 
Clt)-   of    Grand 

hotdt  decree*  on  t 


The  City  nf  Grand  Junction 
Rtv«r  and  le  xupplled  by  nth«tr  pro«tdera  that  hold  de- 
crees on  the  Colorado  Rlver.By  Ite  position  as  the  larj- 
eet  BetropoUtaD  ares  In  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
lasln.the  City  and  its  asricultural  neighbors  take  nn 
Increaslnf  Interest  In  the  activities  affecting  the 
Grand  Valley's  water  aupply. 


Sp 


iflc   ceanents  on  the  project   Involve  three   araaa: 
ater  quantity,   Mater  quality  and  institutional  Isaues. 


nate 


80: "Pla 


f  Devetopaent  and  Cost  Istt- 
■  ate  for  the  Colorado-  Blf  Thoi«p*on  Project",  prtp«red 
by  the  Bureau  Of  Reclsvation  in  June  1937,  describes  the 
purposes  of  Green  Mountain  neservolr,  the  uses  nf  Green 
Mountain  water,  and  how  reli-ases  are  to  be  adn  1  n  is  tared 
for  the  benefit  of  the  lrri|Btlon  And  dosestic  users  on 
the  Colorado  River.  The  OEtS  adequately  describes  the 
quantities  of  water  to  be  er«ch3n«ed  with  Denver  and  the 
location  of  the  iispact.  However,  how  the  e-<chang»  would 
be  iMp 1 emented  with  refards  to  the  provisions  of  Senate 
Docunent  80,  the  Green  Mountain  operating  policies. 
State/federal  decrees. end  provisions  placed  on  Denver 
when  niUon  Reservoir  was  constructed  to  lnsur»>  water  to 
Green  Mountain  were  not  addresaed  In  sufficient  detail 
in  the  Draft.  Since  the  purpose  of  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy 
Creek  will  be  to  allow  Denver  to  affect  an  exchanfe  of 
ita  obli(atlons  to  Green  MountalQ  Reservoir  for  an  obli- 
(atlon  to  Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek.it  is  important  that 
the  aechanlcs  of  this  exchanfe  and  institutional  ajree- 
■enti  and  decrees  be  deacrtbed  and  aodifled  prior  to 
conatruct ion. 


11*1  ^^*  ^^^'^  '^"  baen  aKpandad  eo  bactar  evaluaca  tha  poconclal 
lapacca  of  cha  exchange  (subscltuclon)  referenced  In  your  coaaenc 
(Saa  Saeclona  L.I  and  4.3.3.4  SDEIS.  Saa  also  Raaponaa  Co  Coasanc 
48-5). 
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113 


The  Rlvwr  nistrlrt/Ornver  MeaoinnHua  of  Acrren^nt  and 
the  Rork  Crer-k  ncM'rvolr  Lease  ailHtrn^  thcsi'  canc-rns 
hy  d^-^crlblne  |oali  to  be  reer  hrd  .  tlow^-rer  .  tlie  C  I  t  y 
would  requnat  thr^t  .t  speriflr  pir.n  for  rhunclne  r-viatinc 
Inrt  1  tut  ional  orrnnccacntt  br  prowd^d  ond  that  aub- 
^t.Tnttal  acrecB^nt  by  :*ll  r'Ttle-:  b-  docuaf'nl  eij. 

The  provitlona  for  the  uae  of  T.i  e^^n  Mountain  He^^rvnir. 
fiB  outlined  in  S^natf  Oocuamt  nO ,  hr\\  r  hr^r-n  t  r■^r-  nf 
the  operalinf  frltr>rta  of  the  River  for  rifty  >rarf.. 
Other  decrees  ond  decision*  hriv*-  furthrr  refined  the  rf- 
qulreaents  for  water  usage  on  thi-  Colorado  Rlv^r  *>*»''■ 
ainre  that  liac.  Thr  Colorado  TTivnr  Hator  Cf>n«  orvn  t  i  on 
ntstrict.  Itself,  hoa  represrni  rd  th*  Intrresti  of  wer.t- 
ern  slope  w«ter  unrrs  *lnre  li:»7  anrf  hn*  fought  tlrr 
lessty  to  tn*ur*  thfll  at'"'*"*"*!'  ""d  protections  nr^ 
insureil.  To  ask  that  ina  1 1 1  ul  lonal  change*  he  in  pl.ico 
prior  to  conatruction  foilowa  on  previously  •atabllahed 
poller. 

In  It*  suaanry  report  on  JOINT  -USE  RESinvOIR  AFID  ORTCX 
MOU\'TAI!<l  EXfRANCF  PROJECTS  issued  In  A|>ril  1097,  the 
Colorado  Hntrr  Resourers  and  Tower  Devr  1  i^paen  t  Authority 
indicated  that  '  the  dev«>lopa^nt  schedule  for  each  of 
th^  al  tcrnot  ivr*  .iddrrssed  ...would  rt"iu  i  r*^ .  .  .  n  drfini- 
tion  of  institutional  ar  rang '•■ent  a  for  project  lapleaen- 
tallon'  and  that  "  ln*t 1 t ut i onu I  ron*tratnla"  could  tub- 
Stentially  Incrrase  the  tiae  rpiuired  to  develop 
exchanea  alternative*. 

failure  of  the  River  Distrlrt.the  Bureau  of  Rerlaaation. 
water  uaera  on  the  Colorado  and  ita  t r I hu t ar t es , and  Con- 
Cre**  to  rrach  ic''e«*arnt  that  would  put  into  affect  the 
exchnnce  aeri'<>aenta  could  Jeop.irdize  the  con*  t  rur  t  t  on  of 
Rork  Creek,'Mu.1d»  Crei-l;  -linc  thn  rln:^nri^g  i*  i>r\.rndrt>t 
upon  Denver  lease  pnyacnta  for  hond  repayoent . 

In  addition  and  for  thr  record . hrcausn  of  it*  d^rrfen  on 
the   Colondo  Hlv^r.    th*  City  hold*  t  h^   po*Hlon   that 
ahencvr  th*  flow  nbove  the  Hichltne  Dtver<<ton  naa  drops 
below   th*t  required  to  aatlafy  all  active  Grnnd   Valley 
dccreeaf  appro>:  laa  t  e  I  y  ?-50  c  f  r.  1  .   upnlrraa  junior  wafr 
right*   be  curtailed  or  rrleaa^s  aade  froa   Oreen   Moun- 
tain.Thfr*-   has   been  »oa»  contention  aade  in   the   pa^t 
that  adalnlat I  at  Ion  of  the  Rivrr  not   coaacnee  until  th^ 
flow  It  redurnd  to  ICiO  cf*  ind  th*  Orrhard  M.*3  rrrtrn- 
tton  District  ha*  put  its  'checL'  into  une.  This  'check' 
-trlrllv  nn     aff'arnt  te»wr.n  the  O.chnr-I  M»t  =  ^   Irri- 
gation Diatrlct.  the  United  Statin,     and  the  Grand  Tallay 
-Iter   I'sers  A»*orMt»on  and  should  not  he  rnnslrued   ar 
n  operating  criteria  of  thr  Plver,   Tlie  Pfir.  or   jut>-e- 
ucnt   letter  froa  thr-     for-tt  Servit'-  should  addrcr"*  Ihi* 
ixue  and  » per  1  f  I  r  .1  1  I  y  *»ate  t  h  ■.  I   the  rio»Mions  of    the 
Cher  I;"   wer^  not   1n<lu'|..d  In  tne   hidrol-ry   ftuf^tetWe 
rnvirte  this  coaaent   In  support  of  (■•evlo.islv    Indicated 
onrernw  of  the  Orrh.ii-l  Mes.i  (rrtc">it""  nistrl-t. 


11*2  '^^*'*  would  ba  no  naad  to  ehanga  axticlng  LnatLcuclonal 
arrangaisanta  ttnca  chova  arrangaaanca  provide  for  Cha  Cypo  of 
tubtctcuclon  balng  concaapLaCod  (Saa  Raaponaa  Co  CoHManC  ll-I  attd 
21-10). 


1  1*3  ^^*  "check'  Ls  not  conaldarad  In  cha  oparaclon  of  cha  proposed 
reservoir  or  rolaced  hydrology  icudlci.  Tha  Lssua  of  cha  check  Is 
considered  a  separaca  Isaua  bacween  Cha  Colorado  SCaca  Cnglnaar 
and  cha  Orchard  Haaa  Irrigacion  DtaCrlcC. 
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11-5 


V3(»r   quality  fro*  I'srb  Cfek  nr    Hud.lv  Cr-.-l  Khouli!   )•  .■ 

th^  •urn*       ■«  that  i.hlch  In   prmcntJ)     d*-llrrrrd   frt.« 

rmmn    Mnwnt  et  n.  Cn«pnr*t  Ive  atudi^e  BhAwlnt  ^ualUr   frum 

or-L  Cr^^k/Mu'lJ)  Cievli  HI  rovparfd  tn  Cr»en  <1nunltln   or 

t  1  I  1  3*<t  Fnrk  i<  ll«tl'>d   Ihr  orr'    Th.-  Oran  inJIrstoe 

(ItBl  for  bnlK  Knck  Cr#*k  and  Mud'lv  rr»<f».  "  I'^^trr  luaUtv 

Snnc<*n  downntrfna  nnd  In  th"  r'-*rr\otr  neud  le  b*   b>t- 

*i   d>t»r«ine-(  brfnr*  arsclflc  ■lti|»llen  cen   be   pro- 

^••••d'Th*  9f\%       rontlnues:  "  nHrt  1  I  i  i.ne  I   »«et#r   lun  1  M  )' 

nnttorlnf     an-t     t9»p»T  y\\trw  end     ••dla^nt.itlon 

•  sdrl  !■(.  .  MouM   bf  I  Iff   ntient  Ifr  the   f* tent  lei   weler 

quel  tl  j:  end  ee  HI  sent  atlon  ch^inje'.".   Th*  tar*''t  "•  "f   '  b* 

chnneut  In  w/i'er  oustltv-  and  BttttrtMnn  nrr  of   Inf-rritt 

to  %hf    Grand  v.iUr>  fir  two  reatonR:    1.   Beeeeso  of    *■.- 

letlnc  precraee  to  eltrnn  ep  weter  for  dea^etlc   eed   ■(• 

rtcultgre)    ue^   nnd   2.   Bocnue*   of     »':lstlne    otr- 

r<«atrlcttont  nn  d»cr»*i  fnr  the  purpoM^e  of   •alntaininc 

wet*r   qwaltty  .   The  unenswerod  ^weetlone  Indicated   In 

he   DftIS   conrerntne  wetrr  qualltY.   ee   stated   sbev«, 

rtwld  effect  necottntlona  In  •»ktnf  th*  retulred   laetl- 

litllonal  chanc"«  to  eff*ct  tho  prapoa^d  water  »xchane'*- 

star   nasH'V   tsaufis,   »•  fetrl,   should  b*    aere   ad- 

quetclr  deembed  and  reflect  ■illfatln*  propaaals. 

In  suaaarr.  *«■  epprecleta  this  oppertvnltr  to  addreee 
the   Inferaat  Loa   In   the  DEIS.  He   dn   net   appoee   the 

projects  proposed  by  the  Colorado  River  Mater  Cnneerve- 
tten  District.  Rrcauae  of  thr-  unnnawered  tuoatlons  of 
water  quslttr.  the  City  <-ould  prefer  e  Rock  Creek  site 
e\e.-  a  Muddr  Crnek  site. Me  do  feel  that  the  Instltu- 
t lenel  laiuet  end  our  ln»olveaent  In  Instttutlonnl 
chanifR  nre  ti  1<-etttaat»  taau^  for  an  tnvironaental  la- 
pa<-t  Sret^arnl  and  auitt  be  eddrcssed  In  the  Stateaent  nr 
oHdenfluB  theroto. 

TheB«>  roaaent*  hav*  bei>n  de«elc*peH  w|th  Input  fma  Menn 
Count  V. afrtcultural  Interests  in  the  Grand  rotler,  the 
Grand  Vallev  Mater  Uners  Association,  Orchard  Mraa  Ir- 
rlfstlnn  Olntrlrf,  nnd  the  Meao  Count)-  Katwr  Us^rn  Aa- 
latirtn.Subreqnent  h»>BrlnCR  or  aretlnr*  »«  the  Final 
|EIS  or  proposed  Bltlcslt<^n  plan*  *Kould  Include  sched- 
uled aeetlnsa  In  the  Grnnd  Junction  area. 


ee:  Sett/ At  t  ached 


1  1*4  The  wecar  quxltty  discussion  has  baan  avpandatf  In  the  SDCIS.  The 
Isiua*  of  sale  loading  fro*  Nuddy  Creek  Reservoir  and  poCentUl 
downacraaa  salinity  lapacts  «re  avaluaced  In  Section  4.4.3.5 
SDCIS  Aa  disclosed.  th«r*  will  be  a  ehanga  In  salinity,  but  it 
will  b«  vary  eaall.  Tha  Colorado  liver  Salinity  Control  Prograa 
was  •ttablishod  to  poralt  devalopaant  co  continue  in  the  basin 
without  lapaetlng  lower  basin  vater  uaars  or  rsqulrlng  project' 
specific  alttgaeion.  Sao  "HI?  Ravlaw  -  Uatar  Quality  Standards 
for  Salinity  -  Colorado  Rlvar  Systaa*  prepared  by  Colorado  River 
Basin  Salinity  Control  Forua.  This  report  contains  the 
lapleaantaclon  plan  for  the  aallnlty  control  prograa.  and  vat 
adopted  by  each  of  tho  7  baaln  states  aa  tho  raqulroaent  for 
triennial  review  of  wator  quality  itandarda  for  eoapllanca  with 
Section  J03  of  tho  Claan  Water  Act  of  1977. 


1  !■  5  A  public  hearing  on  tho  SDCIS  was  hold  in  Grand  Junction  on 
October  6.  1988. 
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COLORADO  RIVER  WATER 
CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 


Nov«nb«r   4,    19t7 


Mr.    J«rry    Schaldt 

O.S.    rorvic    Sarvicc 

Poutt   National    roratt 

29517    H««    Bwy.    «0 

Sulc«    20 

St«aiiboac    Sprlnqa,    CO      t04B7 


SUBjrCT: 


Hock    Crssk/Muddy    Cr««k    R«i«rvolr 
Draft    Cnv ironmntal    Impact    Statainant 
Auquat    1917 


Daar    dr.    Schaldti 

Tha  Colorado  »ivar  Matar  Conaacvatlon  Otatrlet 
(Flvar  Dlatcictl  aa  applicant  for  tha  «ock  Craak 
Raaarvolr  lubxln  tha  foUowinq  <)«naral  coaimanta  on  tha 
Hock  Craak/Kuddy  Craak  Draft  tnvLronaiantal  Impact 
Statamnt    (DCISI. 

1.  Tha  DUS  la  xall  wrlttan  and  omanlzad.  Tha 
documant  provldaa  a  claar  daacrlptlon  of  tha  Impacta  of 
tha  propoaad  proiact.  Tha  Rlvar  Olitrict  ballavaa  that 
»lth  tha  DtIS  and  an  a»aluatlon  of  public  and  aqancy 
comnanta  to  tha  DtIS,  tha  roraat  Sarvlca  and  BLM  ara  In 
a    poaltlon   to    maka    a    pratarrad   action    racomaandation. 

2.  Tha  DtIS  41aplaya  aa  tha  primary  altarnatlva  to 
Pock  Craak  Haaarvolr,  a  raaarvclr  at  Muddy  Craak  aliad 
at   approaimataly    47,000   acra    faat   of   capacity. 

It  la  poaalbla,  howavar.  that  If  tha  roraat  Sarvlca 
datarmlnaa  tha  Nuddy  Craak  alta  to  ba  tha  prafarrad 
altarnatlva  a  raaarvolr  illqhtly  lar<iar  than  tha  ona 
analytad  In  tha  DtIS  would  ba  optimum.  Thla  allqhtly 
larqar  raaarvolr  at  tha  aama  alta  would  > 
vary  fltmllar  to  thoaa  daacrlbad  In  tha  DtIS 
District  undarttanda  that  If  tha  Muddy 
la     avantually      aalactad     aa     tha 


Impacta 
Tha    Rlvar 
Raaarvolr 
afarrad     altarnatlva. 


ioma     updatad     tachnlcal      Information 
raaarvolr    would    ba    raqulrad.. 


tha     larqar 


miTI  »)n. 
jOT«*vai?7«ao  Bn»  ". 


•110  CO't     •IIMTBuaOtMO 

;r.i(,iwrno^»miMr,!|  r(X oa.no. 


Response 


l2'1  Tba  SDttS  dlaclofaa  potantlal  lapacca  of  a  60,000  KT  raaarvolr  on 
Muddy  Craak  Additional  tachnlcal  Informaclon  on  tha  propoaad 
projact  la  praaancad  In  Sactlon  2.}  SOtlS. 
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Mr.   Jerry   Schmidt 
November    5.    1987 
Pmqm   2 


3.  Th«  River  District  believes  that  whll*  the  PEIS 
provides  ^n  overview  of  the  ccmplen  history,  purpose 
•  nd  need  of  the  proposed  re^iervoir,  the  OEIS  does  not, 
and  no  single  document  csn,  fully  describe  »iith 
sufficient    detail    the    history    of    this    project. 

The  reservoir  project  the  River  District  has 
proposed  Is  the  result  of  nearly  two  decades  of  neqo- 
tistions,  evaluation  of  needs,  legal  actions,  and 
public  Involvement.  We  wish  to  point  out  that  the 
construction  of  reservoir  storage  on  the  West  Slope  as 
a  part  of  the  windy  Gap  project  was  a  permit  condition 
for  the  windy  Gap  project  that  th<»  Federal  agencies. 
Including  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  EPA  fully  understood  when  the  appro- 
priate   permits    were    Issued. 

Zt  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Interim  use  of  the 
proposed  reservoir  by  Denver  under  the  lease  agreement 
Is.  In  part,  a  product  of  the  Governors  Metropolitan 
Mater  Roundtable  process.  The  Roundtabte  prcce<ts  was 
specifically  designed  to  facilitate  consensus  solutions 
to  complex  water  issues.  R-presentatlves  of  the  West 
Slope.  Front  Range,  environmental  community,  and  local, 
scace,  and  Federal  governments  all  contributed  to  the 
Roundtable    process. 


4.         The     Rive 
and     claims     that 
Colorado      "agreer 
Shoshone     I 


Pl( 


District  is  aware  of  some  comments 
le  Denver- Public  Service  Company  of 
■nt"  for  the  subordination  of  the 
nt    should    be    considered    a    no-Federal 


action   alternative    to  the    proposed   reservoirs. 

The  Plver  District  would  like  to  point  out  to  the 
Forest  Service  our  concerns  with  these  claims.  First, 
no  one  knows  if  the  'agreement'  Is  either  legally  or 
adminlstrably  en  Corceable.  The  "agreement"  provides 
that  no  other  water  rlqhts  can  be  Injured.  The  State 
Engineer's  office  has  questioned  how  the  "agreerrent" 
could  be  administered  and,  to  our  knowledge,  no  action 
has  been  taken  to  adjudicate  the  "aoreement".  Until  It 
Is  clear  the  "agreement"  is  enforceable  or  admini- 
strable.  it  la  speculation  to  assume  that  additional 
water  could  be  available  to  Williams  Fork  Reservoir 
under  the  "agreement",  and  it  Is  not  appropriate  that 
it    be    considered    as    a    *no    action'    alternative. 


12-2 


The  Denver-Public  Service  Co-ipsny  Shoshone  Agreement  ts  evaluated 
In  the  SDETS  as  ■  non- struc  Cural  alternative  ellislnated  froa 
detailed  study   (See  Section  2.2.3.2   SDEIS). 


Comment  Letter  12 


Response 


Mr.   Jerry    Schmidt 
Hovenber    5,    19e7 
Pag*   i 


Further,  the  subordination  "agreement"  does  not 
satisfy  the  intent  of  the  windy  Cap  settlement  to 
provide  compensation  to  the  West  Slope  for  the  impacts 
of  Windy  Gap.  The  "agreement"  between  Denver  and  Public 
Service  Company  terminates  whan  the  City  of  Denver 
electric  service  franchise  terminates.  If  any  benefits 
were  available  to  the  West  Slope  under  the  'agreement' 
(the  River  District  is  not  aware  of  any  benefits!  the 
benefits    would    only    be    temporary. 

Finally,  one  of  the  maior  obiectlves  of  the  River 
District-Denver  lease  is  to  provide  the  River  District 
and  West  Slope  with  the  resources  to  address  specific 
water  resources  and  supply  problems  on  the  West  Slope, 
iuch  as  enhancing  stream  flows  In  the  Fraser  Basin. 
The  lease  provides  the  River  District  with  the  money 
and  water  as  resources  to  solve  problems  such  as  those 
in  the  Eraser  Basin.  Th*  subordination  agreement  does 
neither. 

Thank   you    for   the   opportunity   to   comment. 

Sincerely    yours. 


-/^^,'i^  -< 


THEODORE    L.     BROOKS 
Actinq    President 


ROLWIO    C.     riSCHER 
Sacretiry-En9ln««r 
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GRAND  COUNTY 
WATER  and  SANITATION  DISTRICT  NO.  1 


OatoMr   7,    19«7 


Hr.  J«rrr  t.  Sahaldt. 
Porvsc  Supervisor 
touct  National  Porost 
3959T  W.  U.3.  VO,  3ult«  20 
Stoasftoac  Springa*  Co.  80*67 


Rock  Craah/Muddr  Crcvk 
tnviroa*«ntal  lapsct  Stataatnc 


Daar  Hr.  ScMldt, 


Crtnd  Countr  U«t«r  and  Sanitation  District  Beard  vishas  to 
(o  on  raeord  supporting  tha  construction  of  a  daa  and  rcsarvolr. 
This  raeilltjr  Mill  hav*  tha  aultlplt  purposa  of  providtnf  ttoragt 
for  tha  futura  growth  In  Uasttrn  Colorado,  aaatLng  i  naar-tera 
watar  supply  shortaga  In  ■ctrepolltan  Ornvar,  creating  an  Incoaa 
sourco  Tor  Waatarn  Colorado  to  solvo  tha  watar  supply  problaas, 
and  eraatlng  •  first  class  raeraatlonal  racLllty. 

V*    hav«  purchased  2)u  A.F.  of  Windy  Cap  watar  which  la 
b*n*riesl  to  ut.   A  projact  would  fir*  up  our  Windy  Gap  watar. 
Whan  Crsnby  spills  our  windy  Cap  watar  In  a  w«t  year,  our  watar 
could  Ba  Bad*  up  out  of  Rock  Craak  or  Huddy  Craak. 

Thars  ara  Paw  opportunltlas  In  which  tha  Forest  Service  can 
benefit .  piua  aaat  tha  naads  of  aany  by  approving  this  single 
action. 


Dennis  L.  Oucoaau 


13*1  Thank  you  for  your  ci 

tha  prafarratf  alcanuclva 


o»«nt.   Ic  vaa  c«fuld«r«d  in  tha  aalaeclon  of 


Comment  Letter    14 


Response 


Mesa  County  Waier  Association 

fO   Bai  372        Frmia.  Colomdo  ajS2l 

,.  /      ■■ 

V 

Nov.«6.r     9,     1961 

itrry    SchMldt.    For.it    Sup.rvlior 

Routt    Nitlonpl    For. ft 

1958?    Il.lt    U.S.    40.    Suit.    20 

$t.».o<t    Sprlngi,    Color. go      (0487 

D.«r    Hr.    Sclialdti 

Th.nh     rou     for     thl i    offportunlty     to    r.ipond     to    th.    U.S.O.A. 

your     coni t aeref Ion     In     cKlendlng     the     .rlft.n     eo">«ent     period     to 

Ho».n6.r    9,      1987.        Alio,     tmnk     you    .nd     th.nki     to    your     p.rionn.l 

for     th.lr    quick    r.tponl.     t-    .y    r. qu.lt     for     .ddrtlOA.!     copl.l     of 

tHll    Or. ft    E.I.S. 

Th.r.    tra    four    .r.it    of    eone.r.    on    .hicn    r    •lih    to    co«».nt 

■n8  on   vhlcli    1    ■(•h   to  r.li.  qu.itlonn 

1)       Priority     «.t.     of     Cr.pn     Mountiln     R.i.rvoir     vi.      th. 

priority     d.t.i    of     th.    propoi.d    Roek    Cr..k/I<»ddy    Cr..k 

B.l.rvolrl. 

21      rio»    r.ductlon     U    ts.    Blu.    RW.r    troll   Olllon    R.i.rvoir 

to    th.    Colorado    RIv.r    ind     In    th.    Colorado    RIv.r     fro* 

th.    »lu.    01. .r     to    Kr.».llng,    Color.do    (Huddy    Cr..k 1    and 

McCoy.    Color.do    (Rock    Cro.kl. 

31       Ch.ng.i    In    iitar    qu.llty. 

4)       Ecohoolc    lapactl. 

(1)    pmomTT 

r..rs«nr«    Pre    ^t^*.%    all    parsgraoM. 

What     (rringeaanti     arc    provided     for    veter    r«i*«t«    *ro*    Gi-ttn 

14-1 

Uountatn     Ratarvc'r     it     there     Is     •    coapact     call     on     the    Colorido 
PIver r 

Ho«    viM    tuch    a   call    be    adalnistered    end    by    «hoiir 

14*1     Quvactona    regarding    adaLnlsCrattott    of    a    coapace    call    on    Ch 

Colorado    River    can    only    be    anavorad    by    the    Colorado    Scat 

nglnear.        Adalnl s crat ton    of    water    rights     In    Colorado     Li 

unction   '>f    cha    Scaca    Engineer   not    the    Federal    Agenclae    involv* 

n    cha    preparation    of    chla    doeuaanc.       Thta    laaue    has    nat    baa 

eonaldarad    In    Cha    hydrologlo    aodallng   praaancod    In    the    OCIS    oi 

SDCIS. 
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Jtrry  $cK»Ut,  forvst  Swptr»rtor                             P»fl«  2 
Hov«ab«r  9,  I9B7 

CowM  4»m»n«    by  the  Cestern  Slope  be  difficult  to  curtail 
even  vnder  •  ilgned  agreenenrT 

14-1 

Hat  hydrologlc  nodettng  of  the  river  basin  been  accoapMihed 
to  doteralna  tba  raallty  of  lucK  a  call? 

(21   riOH  REDUCTIONS 

llhmn     senior  rights  do«nstrea«  necesaltato  a  call  on  the 
river  ander  the  proposed  project,  the  call  would  bo  answarad  by  a 
■ater  release  from     flock  Creek/Huddy  Creek  Reservoir  not  the 
upstreaa  Green  Mountain  Reservoir. 

14-2 

Mhat  recourse  would  water  users  on  the  Blue  and  Colorado 
Rivers  upstreea  of  McCoy  or  Kre«*Hng  hewe  to  aalntaln   their 
suitable  streeai  flovt   for   Irrigating,   recreational,   and 
co»flarelal  purposes T 

(3)   VATCR  QUALITY 

Muddy  Creek  flows  through  geologic  formations  containing  soluble 
ealclua  and  sulfate  and  Its  strea*  ••ter  quality  It  en  exception 
to  the  good  overall  surface  water  quality  found  In  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.    This  Important  detrimental  feature  of  Muddy  Creek 
Is  noted  In  nuaerous  Instances  In  this  O.E.I.S.t 

1.2,2.2      page  5-3    peregrsph  1 
3.3.2     page  3-t3   paragreoh  t 
3.3.2.2   page  3-16   paragraph  3 

3.4.3.2  page  3-44   paragraph  3 
page  3-46   paragraph  4 

5.4.3.3  page  3-46   paragraph  6 

A  question  froa  this  last  rafarencet   What  Is  the  specific 
conduetence  or  T.D.S.  (Total  Dissolved  Salts)  of  the  strtam    water 
at  the  Troublesoae  Creek  gauge? 

The  local  geology  and  soils  give  Muddy  Creek  Its  aalstlng 
chemical  Character.    It  Is  a  calcium  sulfate  type  water.    The 
state  sulfur  standard  of  290  *<g/L  was  exceeded  In  6  out  of  13 
water  quality  samples.   The  sU  excesses  weret   260  ng/L.  (2)  x 
400  mg/t..  (2)  x  410  mg/L,  and  430  mg/L. 

'u.S.G.S.  Hater  Resources  Data  Colorado  Hater,  1966,  paga  96. 

4^.0  Only  a  aubaCLtuClon  of  water  bacvmen  che  propoaad  reaar'/alr  and 
Creen  NounCaln  la  belnf  eonceaplaced  (See  Secclon  2.4.7).  If  eny 
senior  rLghes  w«ra  Injured,  recouraa  would  be  through  cha  Staca 
of  Colorado  v«c«r  rlghca  ayacaa. 
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Jarry  Schaldt,  Forest  Supervisor                            Page  3 

Hovambar  9.  1987 

Specific  conductance  r»nqtd  from  2*3  to  1190  ml ccoS 1 ems/cn 
with   10  of   the   13   readings   3v«r   700  m  1 C r oS 1  ems/ cm^ .    These 
numbers   Indicate  a  range  of  T.O.S.   from  194  ag/L  to  863  mg/L^. 

This  Is  the  Chemical  nature  o'  the  water  flowing  In  Muddy  Creek 

and  Into  the  Colorado  River  at  Kramallng. 

"Among  the  processes  that  effect  the  chealcal  and  physical 

properties  of  »9*9r     lapounded  aret 

1)   the  reletlonship  aaong  Inflow,  outflow,  »i\t     storage  In  the 

reservoir. 

2)   the  Irarhlng  of  minerals  from  rocks  and  soils  Inundated. 

31   the  precipitation  of  ainarals  from  water  of  the  reservoir. 

4)   the  annual  llanologlcat  cycle,  and 

for     examplei    Tiny  HIghllne  Lake   In  Hestern  Tesa  County 

contributes  24,000  T  of  salt  by  leaching  to  the  annual  salt  load 
Of  the  Colorado  Rlver^. 

What  Is  the  anticipated  Increase  of  T.O.S.  due  to  leaching 

of  ainarals  froa  rocks  and  tolls  when  inundatedT 

14-3 

■hat  Is  the  anticipated  volume  loss  through  evaporation  of 
water? 

What   Is  the  anticipated  Increase  of  aineral  concentration 

due  to  this  loss? 

■Ona  of  the  effects  of  storing  water  In  the  reservoir  Is  | 

that  the  concentration  of  ditsolvad  solids,  and  hence  the 

^Ib  Id.  paga  96. 

^Multiply  mIcroSlems/ca  by  0.79  to  obtain  approximate  T.D.S. 

*U.S.C.S.  M.S. P.  2098  pege  29  naming  Gorge. 

^Colorado  River  Sasln  Salinity  Control  Project,  Grand  Valley 

Unit  Stage  T.o  O*velopment,  Final  Fn« 1 ronmantal   Impact  Stateaont 

0.0.1.  Bu.  Rec.  May  23,  1986.  page  69. 

14-3  S«lC  loading  and  Increase  In  tOS  are  dlscuaaed  In  Section  4.4.3.3 
SDEIS.  The  annual  average  net  evaporation  loa*  fro«  the  proposed 
Muddy  Creek  reaervolr  la  aaclaated  co  be  2010  acre-feec  for  cha 
Eaac  Slope  desand  and  1910  acre-feat  for  the  Ueat  Slope  daaand . 
TYieaa  quantities  repreaant  volu»aa  of  water  eacapLng  Cha  reservoir 
aurfaca  Chat  will  affect  TDS  concentration  only  and  ahould  not  b« 
confuaed  with  the  net  water  Loaa  attributable  to  the  project. 

Average  annual  inflow  to  the  propoaad  reaervolr  la  68,100  acra- 
feec.  Conaequantly.  lake  evaporation  would  raault  In  an  incraata 
of  cha  TDS  concentration  In  Muddy  Creek  by  about  3.0  percent  for 
the  East  Slope  deaand  and  by  2.8  percent  for  Cha  Ueac  Slopa 
daaand. 
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4 1  itoi««4-iol  I  tf    lo>«»     It    liicr«at*4    In    th«    rivar    fe«tov    th« 
rctervoir ,•* 

4,4.3.)    »•«•    4-IOt    Muff-j*    Cre«>-    help*    th«   ne»   parsfrafh    2. 

Inhere    li    the    ^wentltatlve    enelytlt    to    twp^ort     thvie    klanhet 
•  ttteaeotfll       (Mrtt    t.o    eeAteMcet) 

4.4.3.4    »«9«    4-IOt    Uifi>gta«me    Aa>er*e     laaagfi    peragrtpli     r. 

HNere     r*    the    qwentiricatloH    of     these     laveett     In     r%%T4%     to 
tellnltr,     Iftereese    ••)t    loa<.    •«<    aftat    are    theea    lavaetit 

la    thora    a    ftata    lallnlty    itanaartfT 

tauree     at     ■<e^wtlni^' 


■  « ' ■ ^t lor in    raaarg 


the     gufiul  atl  »e     ■■ount      o> TP.  S_      at 


■  ■aerfl     Qe«. 

Mhet  era  the  • I te  ipeclfle  state  ttehaarat  for  «ater  qwallty 
(or  a  ratarvoir  lit  regarat  to  the  T.D.S.  of  the  Ififlo*  v%fmr  at 
tha    wattreaa    kaflnnlng    of    a    reaarvoir    ana    tha    T.O.S.     «lf  far one  a 

Vhat  Tm  thaae  T.O.S.  aaoente  add  »hara  trm  theaa 
aifferencet  aneaererea  In  thit  O.C.I.S.  for  tha  folto*lng 
retarvoirai  Dtllon,  Green  Mountain,  VMIIa»t  Ferli.  Vlndr  Gap, 
riaolng  Gorge,  •ni  the  propotad  Hock  Craah/Heddv  Craak 
Raaarvoir bT 

Hater  auallty  should  be  the  %9mm  or  higher  balo«  Roch 
Creak /Hgddy  Creeh  Raservolr  than  tha  quality  of  vator  rolaasad 
froo  Crean  Mountain  Rasorvolr.  Tha  T.O.S.  and  apaelftc 
eondwctsnce  avlt  be  eouat  to  or  le«er  than  tha  (ir%%n  Mountain 
release  In  order  gQ.t  to  Incraate  tha  cuaulatlva  T.O.S.  at 
lapar  tal    Oa«. 

5.3.2.    $%9m   9-9    wtT    q»»f  ttv    paragraph    1. 

Coapara  thli  paragraph  «lth  4.4.3.9  page  4-109  HmUjy  Creek 
tilQa    Ttli    DftJ   paragraph    2. 

(4)       ECONOMIC    IMPACT 

"(.arga    scale    upttraan    divartlona    of    eatar    fron    tha   CColorado 
RIvar]    ...tn    addition    to    dacraaaing    tha    flee    In    tha    rivar 


•U.S.G.    if.S.P.    page    3<. 


R«8pons« 


14*4     9««   axpandad  analyala   In  Sactlo*  4.4.3.3   SDEIS. 


■^4.5  Saa  aHpanda4  analyaLa  In  SacCton  4.4.3.3  SDCIS.  Thara  ara  n* 
Scaea  watar  fuallcy  atandarda  far  aallnlcy.  buc  tho  Colorado  River 
Uaear  Quallcy  Isprava*«nc  Pragraa  (fL  93*320)  doaa  raeo|nlfa 
aallnicj  o*acr*l  mm  «  b«aln*vttfa  objaeclv*. 


14*S  '****  '^  '**^  conaldarad  a  ^•Xnt  aourea  of  aallnlry.  Saa  Raap^naa 
ta  CosMone  14'S.  Tha  laauaa  of  aalt  loading  fra*  Huddy  Creeh 
Kaaanrotr  and  pocanttaL  dowiacraaa  aaltnlty  layacta  ara  evaluated 
In  Sacelon  4.4.3.3  SDCIS.  Tha  Colorado  Rtvar  Salinity  Control 
Proiraa  waa  aatabllahed  to  parslc  davalopvanc  to  contlmia  In  cha 
baaln  without  lapactlng  lovar  baaln  water  uaara  ar  requiring 
project* apAclClc  ■Iclgatton. 
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Jarry    Schaldt.    Forest    Supervisor 
flovanbar    9.     1987 
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would     (I)     decrease    tha    dlfsolvad-ioMdi     load     In     the    river 
and    (2>    Increase    the    dlsaoived-soilda    concantrat  Ion. .  ,  ■• ' 

I  The    Rock    Creak/Muddy    Creek    Peseryc'r    Is    a    Beginning    place    of 

the  proposed  T*o  forks  Project.  Large  diversions  will  be  coupled 
■Ith  new  rasarvoirsi  two  aajor  causes  of  downstraaM  water 
dag r ad  at  ion  In  tha  Colorado  River.  Salinity  increases  1.07  ng/L 
for  each  10,000  aera-faat  of  daptatlon  upatraa«  fro*  Inpariai 
Dan." 

1)  Irrigators  In  tha  Grand  Valley  Ueia  County  ere  facing 
considerable  pressure  by  state  and  federal  governaents  to 
Increesa  their  efforts  to  reduce  telt  loading  In  the 
Colorado   River. 

2)  If  these  state  end  federal  dictates  are  enforced,  private 
lateral    ownership    will    bm    lost. 

3)  Proposed  daat  will  Increase  salt  loading  due  to  (a>  leaching 
of  salts  froa  poor  reservoir  sites  and  (b)  Increasing  salt 
concentrations  In  the  Colorado  River  by  I  arga  scale  water 
diversions  out  of  the  Colorado  baaln  mede  possible  quantity- 
wise    by    these    new    augaentatlon    dans. 

4)  Sal Inl  ty  throughout  the  Colorado  River  basin  »lil  Increese 
as  flows  lessen.  Hort  T.O.S.  at  diversion  points  along  the 
rltmr  haa  the  potentlel  to  Malt  the  variety  of  agriculture 
cropping.  Mwnlclpel  >eter  providers  will  be  faced  with 
Increased  costs  at  the  water  requires  bo re  ewtentlve 
treat aent  to  aeet  the  quality  standards  required  by  tha 
state    heelth    departaent. 

CONCLUSIONS 

t)  »e  aust  conaldar  tha  Colorado  River  and  Its  tributaries  at 
an  Integrated  syttan  being  pushed  Into  a  datrlaental  reglaan 
by    aany    danandt. 

2)  The  Colorado  RIvar  tystan  It  a  critical  supply  of  water  for 
aeny  people,  aany  purpoaat,  and  nany  projects  In  seven 
states. 


The  Co 
Increa 


•do  River  systen  aust  not  be  forced  Into  carrying 
salt  loads  In  decreased  voluaa  end  Increased  salt 


'ibid,  pages  34-36. 

'Colorado  River  Batin  Salinity  Control  Project,  pege  66. 


Response 


14*7  ^*  r*l<*ClonBhlp  of  the  propoaed  project  te  cha  propoaed  Two  rorba 
Raaarvolr  la  dlacuaaed  In  Section  1.2.3.2  SDEIS. 
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Comment  Letter   14 


Response 


Jtrry  Schaltft,  Formtf    Swparvltor 
Nov«afe«r  9,  1987 


P«g*  6 


conc«ntr«t lOA*  •■  •  r«tult  of  poorly  ehoion  sltti  for  4a«i 
b*lng  er««t««  1o  aapodltt  th«  aiiport  of  non-talln*  watari  to 
forolgft  rivor  batlnt. 

TK«  n««  tpoelfle  bonorielil  «t*  of  Olllon/Grtrn  Mounttln  and 
tiMl  I  ar  ratarvoirs'  ylal4«  vMI  ba  aa  a  gu»  i  t  ty  corraetlon 
ralaaia  In  addition  to  a  tjumn  1 1  ty  ralaata  In  ordar  to 
■alntatn  ln*itraa«  standards  and  flowa. 

Sfncaraly  yo«ra* 
Rath  P.  Natchint 


Comment  Letter    15 


NCWCD 


MUNICIPAL  SUBDI5TRICT 

NcjRTMtRN  Colorado  WATtR  Conservancy  District 


Oecobor  14,  1917 


Mr.  Jarry  E.  Schmidt 
for* at  Suparvlaor 
Routt  National  rorost 
29)QT  Haat  U.S.  40 
Staamboat  Sprinqa,  CO   10417 


uilS-l 


T^i^.^„       •i'o  Jotna 


Daar  Mr.  Schnldti 

Ma  vrita  on  bahalf  of  tha  Municipal  Subdlstrlct. 
northnrn  Colorado  Mator  Conaarvancy  Dlntrlct,  to  support 
laauanca  of  •  spaclal  uaa  parmit  for  tha  Kock  Craak  Kaaar- 
volr.  as  raquaatad  by  Tha  Colorado  Rlvar  uatar  Consarvatlon 
OLstrlcc.   Tha  Northern  Colorado  H«tar  Conaarvancy  Olstrict 


j;:55-2 


Tha  Hunlclpal  Subdlstrlct,  actlnt;  for 
of  Bouldar,  Graalay,  Lonqniont,  Loveland  and  Cat< 
tha  PLatta  Rlvar  Powar  Authority,  davalopad  tha 
Projact  for  tha  purpoaa  of  providing  an  a 
Importation  of  4B,000  acra  faat  of  watar  Cron  tl 
Rlvar  Basin  to  northaastarn  Colorado.  Th 
raqulrad.  by  Colorado  and  r»d«ral  Law,  to  provi 
nttlgatlon  In  connection  with  tha  davalopmant  o 
Cap  Proiect.  A  very  important  facet  of  this  ml 
payvent  of  110.2  fflllUon  dollars  to  the  Col 
trlct  for  construction  of  a  reservoir  as  par 
Ived  between  1979  and  l9flS,  to  laaat  the  basl 
protective  provision  of  the  Colorado  Hater  ConS' 


tha  c 

s  Par 

Hlndy 

average 

Colo 

Istrlct 

de  eitte 

:  the  W 

tgatlo 


Itles 
,  and 
Gap 


a  plan, 
origin 

€■/     Act. 


The  Colorado  Rlvar  Dlatrlct  haa  proposed  to 
construct  and  operate  the  Rock  Creek  Reaervoir,  utilizing 
tha  funds  provided  by  the  Subdlstrlct,  in  accordance  with 
the  provlslona  of  tha  Conservancy  Act.   Prior  to  the 
selection  of  Rock  Creak  aa  tha  project  site,  tha  Municipal 
Subdlstrlct  had  studied  a  project  at  the  Ature  site,  In 
lower  Gore  Canyon,  as  the  mitigation  reservoir  under  the 
Conaarvancy  Act.   T^e  Azure  Reaervoir  proved  to  be  infeas- 
ible.   Tha  Rlvar  Olatctct  and  the  Municipal  Subdlatrlct  are 
both  public  entitles.   The  Municipal  Subdlstrlct  believes 
that  laauanca  of  the  special  use  permit  for  tha  Rock  Creak 
Reservoir,  and  the  issuance  of  all  other  govfmmental  permlta 
and  approvala  which  the  project  may  need.  Is  in  the  public 
Interest. 


i:50  h4rlh  WiHon  A«mur 

rO   R...  t,7* 

Lov<4jnii.  C^^Miu  M93« 

M3-««7.2437 


Response 


15*1  Thatik  70U  for  your  coMnent.   It  waa  conaldered  In  the  aalacClon  of 
tha  pcafarrad  altarnatlva. 


15*2   Thank  you  for  your  ceanant.   It  waa  ce 
tha  prafarrad  altamatLva. 


sldarad  In  tha  aalaetlon  of 
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Comment  Letter  15 


Responk* 


ftr.    Jarry   C.    fchalde 
Forvat   Siiparvlior 
Psnct  Rational   rocaat 
Octotar    14.    l«i> 
raqa   TSiO 


15-3 


lt*c«neLr.  tha  D«nv«r  Mat«r  Board  and  th«  Rlvac  Olitrlet 
•ntarad  into  a  laaaa  aqraaaant  for  Incarla  oaa  of  Rock  Craak  Matar, 
by  aacriaiKia,  through  Graan  Mountain  and  Dillon  Raearvolri.  to  tha 
Danvar  HaCropoLltan  Area .   Thla  watar  mHI  aaeiat  tha  Oanvar  Matre- 
^lltan  Ataa  in  aaatlnf  Iti  water  naada  wMLa  a  ntch  naadad  raaar* 
voir  can  ba  buiit  on  tha  South  FLatta  River  above  Oanvar.   The 
^•oaada  froM  tha  laaia  a^raa^ant  win  ba  uiad  by  tha  Rivar  Olitrlcc 
to  sorva  th«  watar  naada  of  thoaa  who  Live  in  tha  Colorado  Rlvar 
■aaia. 

Tbaa.  tha  paopla  of  northaaatarn  Colorado  and  tha  Oanvar 
natropolltan  Area  have  pooled  their  (inanetal  reeourcea  to  altl^ata 
the  effect!  of  raaoval  of  water  fro«  tha  Colorado  River  Raaln  to 
the  Ptatte  Vaain.   Thla  !■  a  ■ilaatona  In  Colorado'!  hiatory.   Xn  a 
atata.  euch  aa  Colorado  whara  ona-thlrd  of  tha  land  area  li  In 
federal  ownarahip  and  thlt  land  coapriaaa  a  larqa  portion  of  tha 
watarahad.  it  la  nacaaiarr  for  ratarvoira  to  ba  built  on  fadaral 
land  in  order  to  eonaarva  and  aanaqa  tha  wter  ratource  for  a 
■ultituda  of  banaficial  uiae,  including  water  for  Municipal, 
agricultural  and  recreational  oaa.   One  of  tha  fundaaantal  raaaona 
tor  aitabliahMant  of  tha  National  ForaiC  Syataa  waa  to  forward 
watarahad  aanagaatant  for  uaaa  Ilka  thaaa. 

Tha  Rock  Craak  Raaarvoir  project  laaeta  a  naad  to  eonaarva 
water  for  a  aultituda  of  uaaa  and  daaarvaa  to  hava  a  panalt  iiauad. 


_^s.  [^ — 

Cragory  J.  Nobba,  Jr. 
rrinelpal  Counaal 


Board  of  Director*.  Municipal  Subdlstrict 

!<ortharn  Colorado  Uater  Conaarvancy  Oiatrlct 
Windy  Gap  ParticLpantf 


l5'3  Thank  jrou  far  /our  c 

tha  prafarrad  aitarnaclva 


nt.   Ic  vaa  conaldaratf  In  tha  lalaecleti  of 
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ORCHARD  MESA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

Grand  Vallay  Praject 


235  Z7H  Road         Ph   249^390 
Grand  Junrtwn.  Colorado  61603 


Kovaabar  6, 


IM7 


Hr.   Gary  Cariill,    R«|ional   Forasttr 
Rocky  Motaitaln  Raflon 
U.S.O.A.    Forait   ^trvica 
IM77  Mait    «th  Avanua 
Lakawood.   Colorado     M22S 


Re:      Rock  Craak/Huddy  Craak 

Orsft   rnvlrenaantal    I^act   Stattaenc 
Unttfd  States   Forait   Sarvlea 
Au|u«t    1917 

Orchard  Haia   Irrlfatlon  Dlitrlct   apprtclates   tha  opportwity   to   coiMent 
on   tha  O.e.I.S.    for  Rock  Crvak/Muddy  Craak   Raaarvoir*. 

Subltllutton  of  Rock   Craak  or  Muddy  Cr*«k    for  Graan  ^loimtaln   Reservoir 
to  allow  traniaotaitain  dlvtrslons  would  have   a  a>a)or   tnftact   on    lonf 

idtng    a|rvra*ntt    and  oparatlni   crltarta   drwlopad    In   connection 
with    Senate    Oocuaanc    00    for  Grean  Hountiln    Raiarvolr.    As    the   own*r 
of   a  «a)or  i«ntor  watar   rtght    that  would  ba    Involved   tn   a|rc«*mts   and 
operation  affected  by   such   a  plan  wa  hava   graat   concam   about    tha 

lltr    and  quanltr   of   water   coaing    (roa  any    raplacaaani    for  Graan 
Haiai(ain    Reservoir. 

Green  Mountain   Resarvotr  -as   constnictsd   to  per«tt    traniaountain 
dlvaritona  puriuant    to   airtments  and   1a|t9latlon   that   protect    senior 
water  ri|hts  on   the  Nastam   Slope.   T>ia  aoat    lenlor   rlfhts   and   larfaat 
users   are    in   the  Grand  Vallav.    Thtrafora.    In  order  to  Mke   a  decision 
on   the  proposed  substitution  of   reservoln    the  D  CIS.    thould  plainly 
Identify   the  quality  of   replaceaent   water  as   it  would   arrive   at    the 
heed  of   the  Grand  Valley    (Caaao)    for   low  or  dry   aa  will    u   aversfe  water 
years   cohered  to  water   froa  Craen  Momtain  under   the   «aae   conditions. 
The   iiataaent   should   also   tdantify   li^acta   on   crop  yUld  grown    In   the 
Grand  Valley   rasultln|    froa  such   lubstltutton  of    rvservoin.    As  one  of 
the  aost   senior  water  users   to  he   i^acttd  by   the  proposed  plan  wa  would 
eonaldar   tha  O.C.I.S.    inadequate  without   the   above    inforvation. 

Enclosed  Is  a  copy  of  the  Corps  of  Enttneers  «04  Per«ll  Issued  to  Orchard 
l^sa  Irrtgatlon  District  for  Ifs  Irldtes  S-lich  pui^inf  station  at  J9-C 
Road  on    tha   Colorado    Rlvfr      TYia    peralt    specifies    certain   a|nint«    flow   and 

I  water  quality    standards    as    a   condition    for  p>j^in|-    The   0   F.I    3.    needs 
to    aadfvsi    inf    lapacts    the    lubstltutlon  of   lock   Creak    or  »it>d4y  Creek 
Raservelrt   would  have   on   nur   right    'o   pu^    In  periods   of    low   and   average 
water  yeart  aa  coopered   to  Graan  Mauntain. 


16-1  '**  Kaaponaa  co  CoManta  III.  U-2.  11-4.  U-3  and  14-«.  Aa 
ahovn  hy  atudlaa  cortducted  for  tha  U.  S.  luraau  of  Ractaaaclon  for 
Cha  Coloratlo  Rlvar  Salinity  Control  Prograa,  Chara  will  ba  na 
difference  In  crop  yield  ma  a  raault  of  tha  chanftaa  In  water 
quality  that  alRht  raault  froa  a  project  tha  alia  of  r«u<ldy  Craak. 
Smm  'Colorado  Rlvar  Salinity  -  Cconotilc  I«pacca  on  Agricultural. 
Munletpal  and  Induatrlal  Uaara*  by  Alan  P.  Klalnsnn  and  T.  Iruca 
Brown.  Colorado  Rlvar  Uatar  Quality  Office.  Cnflnaattnn  and 
Raaeareh  Center.  Uatar  and  Power  Raaourca  Sarvlca.  United  Stataa 
Dapartaanc    of    cha    Interior,    Daeaabar    1910. 

16-2     ^*   Corp*   of    CnRlnwara   hao    stated   that    tha    rararanead  criteria   era 

non-anfercaabla    perolt    comlltlona    bacauea    of    chnnitaa    in    tha    Clean 
Uatar   Act    (Irrigation   aaaBption)    oirtea    tha   par»lc   waa    taauad. 
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Comment  Letter  16 


Response 


Our  Otitrlct  alis  hat  tht   >•••  cencvnti  about    Initltutlonat    latvcf 
and  quanltr  9t  flow  In   tlia   riwr  In  cwtnvctlon  with  our  "chtek" 
•  iructura   ■•  viprvtivd  by  Grand  Junctlan  Cltr   In   It's  Uov'^wtttr  i,    1917 
£■— atna  OA  tk«  O.l.l.S.    For  th«  sak*  of  bravttr  w  «||I   not   rapaat 
tKaia  coACtmi  but   aik   that  you  conaHor  tha  co— ants  prevldarf  hy  th« 
City  aa  our  concaraa  too. 

«•  aro  net  eppoaad  to  tha  projacti  profOirrf  by  tha  Colorado  fttvar  Xator 
Conaarraclon  Dlatrlct  provldad  tha  ^OMltv  and  qualltr  of   tha  watar 
la   tha  laaa  or  battar  than   that   dallvarad   froa  Groan  Mountain  Raiarvolr 
taidar  praaant   agraaaanta   and  oparatton.   taythtnf   laaa   than   thia   ahould 
bo   Idaatlflad  and   agraad  i^on  by  all    InvoUad  pariias   In   advanca  of 
wnacruetton.   For  thli   raaaon  h«  boUava  th«  prosant  draft  O.E.l.S. 
nooda  to  aoro  adaquatalr  Idontlf^  and  dofino  thoao  lasuaa  tofothor  with 
■Itliatlon  plana  If  nacatsary. 

Slncanlf, 


^^aul    H 


District  H|r/Engr. 


Encloauro 
FHC/di 


Comment  Letter  17 


Response 


17-1 


WINTER  PARK 

WATER  AND  SANITATION 
DISTRICT 


October  14,    ItIT 


Mr.   Jorry  Schaldt 

roroat.   Suparvlaor 

Koutt   National    Foraat 

39S«7  tfaat  U.S.  40.  Sulta  30 

Staaaboat  Sprlnga,  Colorado  •04lt 

Daar  Mr.  Schaidti 

Th«  wintor  Park  wator  and  Sanitation  District,  which  aarvaa 
■uch  of  tna  Town  of  Hintar  Park,  was  ploaaod  to  hava  tho 
opportunity  to  rovlaw  tha  draft  Cnvlroniiantal  lapact  Statonant 
for  Rock  Croak/Huddy  Croak  Roaorvolrs.   Tha  District  fooio  that 
•uch  a  docuaont  la  wall  dona  and  furchar  faols  that  tho  advaria 
onvlronaont  iapacta  can  bo  aiti^atad  at  oithar  raaorvoir  aito. 
If  anythlnq.  it  appoars  that  tho  Rock  Crook  Roaorvoir  alto  could 
ba  dovalopod  into  a  auch  aora  doairabla  racroatlonal  facility 
thftn  what  ia  thara,  with  alaoat  a  hundrod  tlaaa  aoro  uoo.   Aa  an 
antity  aorvad  by  tha  Niddla  Park  Wator  Conaorvancy  Diatrlct,  tha 
Board  of  Dlroctors  of  tho  wintar  Park  watar  and  Sanitation 
Diatrlct  for  all  of  ita  conitituanta  would  juat  roitato  tha  vary 
qraat  naad  for  this  facility  In  Grand  County  and  would  raqutst 
that  tha  Foraat  Sarvica  oxpodita  isauanco  of  its  flnsi  CIS  in 
approval  of  Rock  Craak  Raaorvoir  aa  wail  aa  its  paraittinq 
procaaa. 

truly  youra, 


Jack  Buchholator,  Proaidont 


17'  1   Thanfc  you  for  your  cnaaant. 
tha  pcofarrod  attornaciva. 


It  was  consldorad  In  tha  aotaetton  of 
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18-2 

18-3 


18-4 
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TU  AUDUBON  SOCiETY~VV^/ir/f  ;^^; 


Jerrr  E.    Schaidt.    Foreer    Swr*rvi«0r 
Routt    National    forf*) 
Ca5»7  w.    U.S.    40--Suttf   20 
St«Hbo«t   SpriDi*.   CO     8(M87 

0cto6«r  30.    1987 

Dnr   Str. 

n»«   *u<lobo«  Soctctr  of  W«»tcrn  Colorrxte  apprrci3tr«    the  erpertunity    to 
cu—  lit    on    the   Roch  Cre«k/Muddr  Cr^vk   R*««rvoir   Draft    EtS.      »•  prefer    the 
■M>-ectten   elterneti**. 

W«  do   hav*   coMMnts    end    finH   e   n%M**9r   of  deficK-nciea    In    thie    Droft    CIS. 

ton  Mill    affect    r«sid«>nti    end  weter  ueere   of  Heae  County.    r«t 
no  public    K^nrinc  **«•    held   hvre.      Ht-    f^vl    this    ta    a   gre«a   error. 

2.      This    project    la    IntlMt**!*    tied    to   Two    forka   Oaa  and  HatrfroMtan 
Denwer'e  wMter   need*.      >*^   feel    that    by   connidrrtng   action  on   rrojecte    such 
aa    this   nn   a   cae^-by-cnse  baa i a .    th»  «thole   picture   of    the   en«-t ron»*ntal 
diatnrted    ami    uppearB    )eia    th:in.     In    nfallly,     it    Mill    be. 
On    refe    2-^    the   Draft    CIS   atatea    'The   Board   of  CooMiaaionera    of  Oran'l 
V    r,r^   **.■■   Middle   Park   Hater  Cona^rvsno    District ..  .have    also    indicated 

aurpo'"*    for   a    reaervoir    on   flo'li   Crv^tt.       [n    exchanie,    the   Riv**r 
ict    win    support    the    futur'-   dev»loo«i»nl    of    a    lore*   reservoir    on  Huddy 
Creeh.-.*      Once   again  we   have    a    Loae-Lose   situation   presented    to   us. 

I.       Sy  providine   the  Colorado   River  Water  Conaervanry   Dtatrict    "ith   SIO 
■  lllion    for   90:.  of   Rock   Crevh/Muddv  Cre*li   Moinr    for    the  ne>t    25   years,    the 
Denver  fater   Board  cbji    than    tranafar  ualer    fro«  Cree^  Mnuntsin   Reservoir    to 
the  Denver   area   and   reieaa*  water    (roa  Rock  Cr>•k/^fuddy  Creek    to   supply 
downstresM  Colorado  Aiwr  water   riifhts.      The  dewatering   of    the   Blue   Rl*er 
Ibelow  Ore^n  Hoxxntain   R'^eooir    needs    to  be  adenuately   addressed    in    this 
[Draft    EI^.      Having   read    in    the  Grand   Junction   Doily   Sentinel    (10/12/BT)    that 
an    in-str*aB  water    rlfht    for    flaheriea    and    recreation   of    50    cfs    la     "Just 
fine*   uith  water   offlci-ls   when   presently  95-400   ctt    fl**.    throurh    lht»    reach 
ah'M's    that    tha    inpacts    fro*   this    p«rtipn  of    the  prernaed    action   could  be 
severe. 

5.      The  Droft   fIS   la  deficient   becauae  a  ntoiber  of  studira.    including   tha 
■portent   aitigation  effectiveness  of   tha  Rock  Creek  aittgation  plan,    are  not 
Includod.      To    lell    thr>   public    (hot    th»-v  will    be   .ible    to   see    thee    studies    in 
ha    Final    EIS   de*s    us   no    |oo<t — tha  action  Mill   b«  deter«ined   at    thot    point 
imi  M>  cannot    prwaanl    coaacnts. 


18'1  ■•  =  •"■•  of  Intar.ae  aBprcsaad  and  potanclal  lapacti  to  Maaa 
County.  •  public  hearing  on  cha  SDEIS  ««a  held  In  Grand  Junction 
on     October      4.       1911. 

18-2  Th.  ral.tlonahlp  betw.n  cha  propoa.d  projacca  and  tha  propo.od 
T*«»  Forks  Rotarvolr   la  dlacuaaad   In  Saetlon   I. 2. J.?   SOEIS. 

18-3  T^«  Bo«rd  of  Co— Is.lonara  of  Cr«nd  County  h.v  raiu.at.d  that  tha 
atateaene  ba  withdra»m  (Saa  Coaaant  t-J)  and  hava  alnca  Indicated 
•upport  for  Huddy  Craak  Raaarvolr.  Tha  SDEIS  ha*  baan  chanaad 
•ecordlngly.  * 

iO,^  S««  Raaponta  Co  Coaaanc  2-1  and  Sacclona  3.4.3.4.  4.3.7.1  and 
4.3.12.1.  SOEIS.  bacauao  of  Cha  tlalng  of  aubaclcutlona  (lata 
•^'■••r  '"d  early  fall)  and  cha  cypa  of  yaar  In  which 
aubaclcutlona  vould  ba  uda  (dry  yaars)  no  atgnlflcsnc  Ispacca 
CO  tha  raftlni  Industry  on  tha  Blua  Rlvar  are  anclclpacad  froa 
Cha      propoaad      projacc,  buc        cunilacWa         lapacct      ulth      ochar 

projacca  may  ba  algnlflcanc.  Thla  avaluacton  la  lupportad  by 
additional  hydrologle  daca  praaancad  In  cha  SDEIS  (Sa«  Section 
4.3.3.4    .    ftlua   Rlv«r) . 

18*5  '••  Sacclon  5.2.2.  5  2.5.  and  5.2.4  of  tha  SDEIS  and  tha  Muddy 
Craak  Raaorvelr  Nttlgaclon  Plan,  whara  «er«  detail  on  tha 
■Iclgaclon  altaa  and  cha  acudlaa  rafarrad  ce  In  tha  DEIS  ara  dls* 
cusiad.  As  can  ba  saan  In  thosa  sacctona.  Cha  aaclaacas  used  In 
cha  DEIS  for  Inpacts  and  potanclal  altlgaclon  vara  vary  doss  co 
•ccual   saasurad   valuas. 
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18-6 

18-7 

18*8 
18-9 


ore  considered  by    th'   C^    Fish     ind 
V    II    areas.       Tins    SM>ans    that    a 
'•plMc<-M*nt .  '      All  hour ti    t  kt-    ml  rnt    " 
to   be   rnwaend'-d.    it    fails    to  aeet 
rnr:»   "^-J  slote-i    thin   pr«i.ossl   -il! 
wouM 
«k    hnhital 


BiHh  Rock  Cre«k  arwl  ^hiddy  Cre<-k 
Wildlife  5^r>ice  to  b*  Resource  Cafgot 
requirevent  of  aitigation  ii  "vn-kinH  r 
the  Egeria  Cre^k  aitigation  prn|>oi>a)  ii 
the   Resource  Cate»!ory    tl    rcou i r^w»-nl ^ . 

aitigale    approxiaately   SO-75*.    nf   »ho    losa    nnd    'total    aitignti 
probably   not    be   possible   liw   tn    the   hifh   nuitlity  of    the    koci. 

7.    The   acrea    of  «ret  lands    to  be  destro»»d   by   a  dan  on  ^hjddv  Cre-k    appeor 
to  be   auch   grenter    than    the    icres   of  w^tlnnd^    at    Reck   Creett.       This    is 
■laleadlng  because  of    the   vastly  different    trpea   of  wetlonds    to  b* 
destroyed.       The    IIFP   values   o1    Mettanda    nt    Rock  Creek   are  verv   hifh.    na    th«-*e 
natural   areaa  with  high  wildlife  valuea   are    little  diaturbed  *'^    aon.      Th- 
wetlanda    at   Muddy  Creek    ore   severely    overf.rarcd  and  hov*;    «ory    little  curreni 
value   for  wildlife.      The  coarartaon  of   the   present    fisheries    is   also 
droaolir.       The   value   of    the    nalurnlly   sustatnme    trout    flsh»o'    >n   Rock   Creek 
ia    very   high   and  would  ba    lapoasible    to    'replace'    In   Cgeria  Cr^ek    and  below 
tha   Rock  Creek    D^.       There    la   no   praaent    fiahery    In  Huddy  Creek. 

The  Audubon  Society   of  Hest-rn  Colorado    fe*la    that    the  Rock  Cr*eti   propoaal 
IS    totally  imncreptable    snrt    thnl    there   onrw>^r    to  be  aanv   probleas    that   aay 
he    insuraountabla  with    the  ^tuddy  Cr»ek    proposal.       w*   aeatn   urge    th*    no- 
action   alternative. 

Sincerely. 


lath   Kaeding.    Conaerv^on  Cho 


10  6 


Tha  scaceaants  on  p.  5-3  refer  Co  Cha  flihary  habitat  at  Rock 
Craak  and  Its  altlgaclon.  AddlClonal  ftald  scudlaa  wara  conduccad 
following  coaplatlon  of  Cha  DEtS.  Thosa  sCudlas  and  Chair  rasulcs 
ara  discussed  in  Section  5.2.5  of  cha  SDEIS.  This  saccton 
Indlcacas  chac  all  of  tha  hablcac  values  ac  Rock  Craak  would  noc 
ba   rapLacad  ac   Egaria  Craak. 


^Q.^  Ua  appracLaca  your  agraasant  with  tha  dtacuaslon  In  both  cha  DEIS 
and  tha  SDEIS.  Tablaa  4.5.8.1  and  4.4.1.2  of  tha  SOEIS  Indlcatas 
Chat  avan  chough  a  graatar  nuabar  of  acros  of  waclands  would  ba 
lapaccad  aC  Muddy  Craak  Chan  at  Rock  Craak.  tha  cocal  nuuaber  of 
hablcac  unlet  assoclatad  with  waclanda  that  would  ba  lose  ta 
graacar  for  Rock  Ccaak  Chan  Muddy  Croak,  which  Indleatas  hlghar 
quality  waclands   ac  Rock  Croak. 


18*8    ^^*^^    ^^*    DEIS    and    SOEIS    agraa    with    your    coaaanC. 
Sacclon  5.2.3   of   cha   SDEIS. 


Plaasa    saa 


^Q.Q   Thank   you    for   your   co^anc. 
Cha   profarrad  alcomaclva. 


It  waa  conaldarad   In   cha   solacclon  of 
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Icoalicion 

»E  CoWa^M    <Mm^  CO  mOt-inO      »]«4M 

Mr.    Jarcr   Sclnaidt,    Foraic  9up«c*l*oc 
Routt   National    rocait 
29517   waat      u.    8.    40  —  Suita    20 
Itaaaboac  Sprlnqa,   Colorado   90417 


19-2 


19-3 


19-4 


Octotac  21,   IttT 


It.     F 


Dmr  Jerryi 

Tha  following  ara  tha  co^anta  of  tha  Colorado  niTlronawntal 
Coalition  icec)  on  tha  draft  Rock  Creelt/Hiiddy  Craak  CIS.  Thaaa 
coaaanta  ara  Intandcd  to  aupplaiaant  tha  co^aanta  wa  praaantad 
orally  on  Octobvr   (    In  Oanvar.    All   pa9«  ouabar   ara   froa  tha  DEIS. 

FRErtmeo  «tTEll»*TIVS.  Onca  again,  etc  faala  that  middy  Craak 
tha  b«at  alta.  Tha  ylalda  and  costa  ara  eomparabla  (pp.  2-92, 
^trvolr  a  Rock  Craak  would  daatroy  a  prodvctlva  flahary 
fp.  4-4fl<  whlla  «  da*  at  Muddy  Crack  could  craata  a  flahary, 
aincw  tha  atraaariow  b*low  tha  da*  »«uld  ba  claanar  and  coolar 
tban  tha  axlattnq  atraaa   (p.    4-116). 

Tha  only  diaadvantaqa  to  tha  Muddy  alta  la  that  In  vary  dry 
yaara,  auch  aa  1977,  thla  alta  would  not  provlda  tha  full  ylald 
(15,000  acra-faati  raqulrad  by  Oanvar* a  laaaa  with  tha  Colorado 
Rlvar  Mtar  Cooaarvatlon  Dlatrlct.  Howavar,  Muddy  would  raflll 
■uch  faat>!r  aftar  a  dry  year  than  Rock  Craak  would  (coapara 
flqura  4.4.1.4.  p.  4-2]  with  flgura  4. ].].(,  p.  4-921.  Thua  Muddy 
Craak  would  ba  a  auch   battar   raaarvolr    for   racraatlonal  purpoaaa. 

I  If  Muddy  Cr«ak  bacoaaa  tha  praf*rrad  alternatlva,  will  tha  9Vi 
bacoaa  the  laad  agancy  for  tha  (lanl  EIS,  alnca  Muddy  Craak  would 
ba  on  BU4   land7 

II.    CORRECTIom    »«0   AODtTIONS   TO   THE   EU. 

A.  Tha  DEIS  notaa  that  tha  larga  Muddy  Craak  oaa  la  'wall  bayond 
tha  raaaonabla  ranqa  of  alta  and  coat  conaldarad  faaalbla  for 
thla  EIS*  (p.  2-!)j  Howavar,  It  waa  obvloua  froa  tha  taatlaony 
praaantad  at  tha  October  6th  haarinq  (particularly  froa  orag 
Kobba,  Northarn  Conaarvancy  District  and  Bill  Naadhaa,  Grand 
County  coaaliaionar I  that  many  paopla  favor  conatructlnq  Rock 
Creak  now  ao  that  tha  Muddy  Craek  alta  can  ba  praaarvad  for  tha 
larqa  daa.  A  dlacuaalon  of  thla  viewpoint  ahould  ba  Included  In 
the  final  EIS,  alnca  it  will  Influence  the  deciilofl  aa  to  whether 
Rock  Creek  or   the  aaall  Muddy  Creek  oea  geta   built. 

I  Thla  dlacuaalon  ahould  mention  that  there  le  no  foraeeable  need 
for  the  water  froa  both  big  Muddy  and  Rock  Creek.  The  Heat  Slope 
la      not  expected   to   grow  very  auch   and   Denver   could  not      exchange 


19'1     Thank  you  for  your  eoaaanc.      It  vaa  conatdared  In  the  aelecclen  of 
the  preferred  elcernatlva. 


19*2     Th*     ^'^     >•  •  co-lead     agency  with  the  U.   I.    Foreat  Service. 
Section   1.2.1  SDEIS. 


.|Q,«     A   large   (100,000  AF  plua)    raaarvolr  on  Muddy  Craak  vaa   evaluated 
"*  and    allalnatad    (roa   detailed    jtudy    for    tha    raaaona    Hated    In 

Section  2.2.3   SDCIS.      The   oplnlnna   referenced  were  not   an  agency 
daclalon  factor  in  aalectlng  the  preferred  altamettve. 


19-4    !••  Heaponae   to  CoKant   19-3   and  Section  2.2.2.3  SDEIS. 
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19-4 


19*5 


19-6 


19-7 


19-8 


19  9 


all  or  81q  Huddy't  watsr  throuqh  Dillon  Reasrvolr  without  very 
datrlMntal  vffsctf  on  th*  Slue  and  Colorado  Rlvart.  Also,  tha 
PCIS  ihould  mantlon  that  Ch«  larq*  Huddy  Cre«^  o^a  would  hav* 
disaatrous  Impacts  on  bl?  qa*"  by  renovlnq  (wjch  of  th«ir  critical 
wti.tar  rang*  and  cuttlnq  ott   a  Migration  rout*. 

a.  SUHHMies.  cec  la  plaaaad  to  sea  tha  uaa  of  "taipaets  and 
nitigatlon*  lumiarlaa  for  ao**  of  tha  cosiplex  lisuaa  dlacuatad  in 
Chaptat  4  of  tha  DEIS.  Ha  would  lika  to  •••  thla  uaa  yxpanded  Co 
thoaa  aactlona  of  chaptar  4  that  ara  lon^,  such  aa  Watar  Quality 
and  Ganaral  vejatatlon.  Thata  tuiiwariaa  will  halp  tha  9«naral 
public  tn  undaratandin9  tha  isauaa. 

C.  IMPACTS  OH  rowiT  COUHTY.  Tha  function  of  aithar  Hock  or  Muddy 
Craak  will  ba  to  raplaca  watar  that  Dcnvar  divart*  out  of 
priority  froai  Dillon  Raaarvolr.  Thia  ■•ana  that  lasa  wstar  will 
flow  down  tha  Blu*  Rlvar.  Thla  flow  reduction  will  havs 
datrinancal   affaeta   on   boatlnq  and  posaibly  also   on   flshlnq. 

an  that  nany  Sunait  County  raaidanta,  at  laaat  ona  county 
■iaaionar  and  tha  Town  of  Silvarthorna  ar4  all  vary  concarnad 
about  tha  effacta  of  thla  flow  reduction  on  racraatlon  jind  tha 
■ar  aconoisy,  tha  ms  ihould  contain  an  <>i(pandad  dls-ruaalon  of 
thia  problam.  It  siiqht  ba  poaaibla  to  accomplish  this  by  rafar- 
anclnq  and  auBMarlzin?  tha  approprtata  aactiona  fro«  tha  forth- 
coaln9  Metropolitan  Denver  Water  Supply  Pinal  BIS.  However.  th* 
dlacuaalon  In  that  draft  EIS  waa  inadequate. 

D.  EDITORIAL    AND    TECHNICAL  CHANGES. 

1.  Fage  3-71,  end  of  second  paraqraphi  'Wild  Trout  waters  aupport 

a   naturally  raproducinq. ...  trout  population  without  stocking 

Rainbow   trout  are  stocked  annually  In  thia  reach  of   I  Che   Blue) 
iRllver".   Is   thla   a  contradiction,   or  la  another  type  of   trout 
self -auatalninq  in  the  river?  Generally,  'wild  Trout  water'  swana 
that  there  ia  no  stocking. 

2.  Paqes  3-10  and  Bl  show,  for  »ule  deer  and  elk.  reapect tvely, 
severe  winter  range  and  winter  concentration  areas.  Both  s«apa 
show  theae  araaa  to  Include  the  top  of  wolford  Mountain.  la  thia 
correct?  We  feel  thet  deer  and  elk  are  nore  likely  to  use  the 
lower  elevation  surrounding  landa.  Certainly  the  north  aide  of 
^olford  ia  unlikely  to  be  uaed  by  theae  anlMls  in  winter. 

3.  The  first  paragraph  on  p.  3-103  dlseuaaes  the  foaails  found  at 
tha   Muddy  Creek  site.   'The  foaails  were  either  so  uncos^on   and 

poorly   preserved that   they  had  lit  tie. . . . va lue"   CEC   feels 

thet  even  If  poorly  preserved,  very  uncoMton  fossils  have  sos»e 
value. 


19*5  Unavoidable  adverse  lapeccs  to  water  quality  and  altlgatlon 
requlreaenta  are  snwsrlred  tn  Sections  4.3.3.3,  4. 3. 3. ft.  4.4.3.3 
and  4.4.3.6  SDEIS.  ae  wall  as  In  Table  2.7.1.  lapaets  and 
■Itlgetlon  for  vegetation  ara  suaaarlced  In  Sections  4. 3. (.3. 
4.3. fi. 4.  4.4.6.3  aiMl  4.4.6.4  SDCIS.  «•  well  aa  In  Teble  2.7.1 


^Q*^  See  Response  to  Coaaanta  2-1  and  It. 4. 


"^^'7  Aa  dlseuased  in  che  paragraph  referred  to.  brown  trout  reproduce 
In  this  portion  of  Che  Blue  River. 

19-8  In  ganeral  you  are  right,  although  the  Division  of  UUdllfa 
^  **  resource  up.  Che  best*  for  this  flgu*"*-  »hows  the  entire  area  as 
part  of  theae  wlncer  range  a .  TMa  enclra  area  is  uaed  beeeuae  Ic 
ganerelly  reeelvea  fairly  low  aaounts  of  snow,  eaklng  iwjre  of  It 
usable,  especially  for  elk.  The  areea  along  Muddy  Creek  ere  Che 
■ost  heavily  uaed. 

19>Q  Ue  agree  that  cheae  foaslls  have  soae  value,  but  theae  fosalle  era 
uncoaaon  In  Che  reaarvolr  area  and  they  are  poorly  preserved,  ae 
beccer  speetaens  can  ba  found  readily  In  other  araaa.  Ho  rara 
fossils  are  known  co  occur  tn  Che  reservoir  area.  To  clarify  p. 
3-103,  cheae  foaalla  do  not  occur  widely  tn  the  reaervolr  besln. 
They  are  coaaon  outalda  the  reservoir  area.  Thua,  chelr  loss 
would  not  be  significant  If  Che  area  were  to  be  Lnundaced. 
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19-11 


19-12 


Pt9«    3-105,    svcond    p«raqraphi       th«    Kvnderaen    nllL    ti    not    n«ar 
LLn^.    Itach«r,    It    1*    na«r    Ut*    Pas*. 

5.  In  9ttn«cal.  the  hrdroloqy  uied  in  Che  EtS  should  consider 
dally  peek  (tow*  •■  <>m  1 1  es  evereqe  stonchly  Clo«l.  The  peak  (Ioms 
ara  iBportent  bacause  thar  datemlne  Mtiat  chanaei  will  occur  to 
rlvar  and  araaa  channel*,  how  flih  populatlont  will  ba  affected 
end  tha  lataty  and  dailrabillty  of  boatini.  Pii^ura  4.  ].  ].  3.  (p.  4- 
ICt  ahowa  to*a  larqe  'differences  between  dally  and  s«nthly  flowe 
for  MllUaaa  Pork.  Thus  part  of  paragraph  two  on  p.  4-lS  la 
Incorrect. 

f.         Tha         flrat      paragraph      on      p.  4-i4      Motion*        aanaqeaant 

proacrlptlon  3B.  Thla  should  be  chanqad  to  )A,  at  thari  la  no 
land    allocated    to    praacrlptlon    ]B    In    tha   Rock   Creak    study   area. 

CEC  appraclatas  this  opportunity  to  coewant  aa  wall  aa  tha 
opportunities  provided  at  tha  public  haarinqa.  Ma  hopa  our 
coasants    ara    uaad    to    iaprova    tha    final    BIS. 

Sincerely., 


cky    Baith 


Watar   and   Tlabar    Xsauaa   Coordinator 


ca  \iii 


19*10  T^*  c*r*  "near*  In  tht*  caaa  refers  to  saTaral  alia*  away  but 
close   eneu^   ta  have   an  acaneaie   affect  on  Kraaallng. 

19*11  The  use  ef  vanthl^  weraua  dally  flowe  la  dlseuaaad  In  Section 
4.3.3.2  SDCIS.  Moat  of  tha  alinlflcant  dlffaraneaa  between 
•enthly  and  dally  flow*  In  Flgura  4.3.1.3  ara  attributable  ta 
power  plant  operation*.  A*  noted  In  tha  SOCIS,  tha  proposed 
project  would  not  Include  power  ganaratlen  and,  thus,  would  not 
asperttnce  uny  of  tha  dally  power • related  fluctuatlona  apparent  In 
Figure  4.3.3.3.  Tha  uta  of  aonthly  average  flow*  la  considered 
aufflelent  to  dteclosa  pocantlal  algnlflcant  iapaet*  of  tha 
proposed   project*. 


19*12   ^*   appreciate  your 


anc  and  will  note   thla  change    In   the   FIIS. 
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t 1 1 ty     tha 

faclll taiee 

••proved    use 

Hilllaas    for*     ano    Orvvn    r«owr.t 

•In    Op««rs 

'*'      l"-ul -  1"^ 

cal.         Our 

Initial      inclination     la     that      t 

n»    f*uddy    Cr»p*    (.evprvoi 

r     o*     tnp 

oei9. 

'****"**■■'*  "■***          """"     ' 

»!»»' 
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Commant  Lettsr  20 


Responso 


20-1 
20-2 

20-3 
20-4 

20-5 
20-6 


IPt^m  1-12.  !••  r»  Intarmlvtf  In  ywjf  •n«*Mt-  to  all  «»«•  «ua««ioi«« 
rat«»«  kr  CTU.  a«  cswr««.  and  particularly,  in  tni*  inatanca.  i^v 
•^•n*    C^orla  Cra»<i    can«ttf«r««    as    a   p«««tbl«    •(••> 

^••«    3-TS.     In    th«  coal    cea»ar-ioon   ol    al  tvi-nativ**,    a    n«Jor   oif«*r- 
•'»co    la    «n«    Vl.*  nllllon    la««    ac«wl«ilton    ll^uro    *or   Mutfflv   Crook. 
Mock    Crook     lanO    acouloltlon     la    otnl«al     ainco    Ita     lar^olv    on 
'••oval    Foroat    Land.       Mo    MOuld     llho    to    knov    tho    e«*lcial     lo^al 
and  policy    ocMltton    o*    tno  Foroot    torvieo   on    »nto    toowo.    noiip .  ai 
olneo    It    aoooara   paContly   unfair    tnat    tno  U.I.    Troaoury   Moutd    ao- 
•F''«ntly   not    bo  CO— an oa tod    for    tno   roaaoval    of    Foroot    Land    froo 
Mtltlplo-ZouOl  ic    uoo    for  privato   ^om.      Mhy   onnwld    tnoro   not    bo    a 
coat    to    tno  prooononto    for    tnoir  uouroation  of    that    fodoral     (and 
«ooo   otalo)     lon«r 

Fa^o    •'79.       Deoont    tHo  otatod  Ft*n    to   allow    Iho  ollolnatlwt   o« 
tho   conoorvatlon   peel    during  dry    yoaro    violata    tno  eoncaot    o#    a 
'conaorvatlon   pool"    aa    woll    a«    tno    arauwwta    tnat    a    Kock    Craok 
Hoaorvair   wauld   orovldo    ^roat    rocroatlonal     »n<a    *l«n«*-y    a*onttioo? 

llonod   on   oa^o   9-fl,    doocrtood  on   pa^o    4-*7. 

^«4d  4-T*.  In  rotation  to  tno  aoevo  w«oatlon,  ho  took  forward  to 
a  ooro  ceooloto  and  aatlafactory  analyata  in  roa»an«o  to  tno  CTU 
^uootlon   ro^ardln^   projoetod   roerodtlonal    u«o   and    valuoa. 

^a^o  <-ll7.  CI*  la  Intrl^uod  -Itn  tho  poaalblllty  tnat  a  f%*ddy 
Crook  Roaorvolr  could  rooult  In  a  oucn  loprovod  «l«no«-y  dOMn- 
•troao  en  nuddy  Crook  aoovo  Krooollnq.  Mo  «ould  nooo  tnta  could 
boeoaw  a  roal  oconoote  aaoot  to  tno  Krooslln^  aroa.  Tho  dtacua- 
•  lon  on  pa^o  4-10*,  n^Hwor,  ralaoo  vuootlona  about  tno  ado^uacy 
of  our  undoratandtn^  about  tno  Mator  quality  looacta  mnOf  «aocl- 
flcally,  -ould  a  nuddy  Crook  Ooo  roally  loprovo  Lo«or  nuddy 
Crook?      Wo    look    forward    Id   bailor    anoMoro  noro. 

Fa^o    4-173.       lopacto    to  bl^    90«o  nabttat,    ol^ratlon  corridor*    and 
Mintor    ran^o.     In    particular,     aro    of    ^roat    concam    to   CMF.       For 
tM«    roaaon,     CUF    would.     In    all     Ubaimood.    novor    Oo    ab  I  o    to 
•upport    a     lar^o    t\t<uty    Crook    Aoaor-olr     «or    wnicn    blf    ^^^o    nabllat 
loo*    olttfatlfin    t«    eonoldorod    iooeaaibto.       Sloilarly,     mo    aro 
concomod    about    ino   bl^    ^aoo    looace*    of    tho   Muddy   Crook 
altomatlvo   ••   dooeribod    In    tno    OCIS.       Mo    aro    intorootod    in    ooro 
datall    a*    to    tno    'alraio^lc    plan    to    attract    bl^    aaMo'    to  nmm 

■rovod>    Mlnlor    ran**    aaat    of     tno   projoci    alto    and    away    froo 
Highway    40    eoUlalon    preoloaw.        Hill     l|    roally    work"*       Tha    dia- 
cuaaod    thrao-yoar    oonitorin^    p  I  pn     I*    aood,     but    olll     inc»«o    inroo 
y9»r-9    Includo    at     loaol    ono    roally    bad     moawyl     anow    and    cold    yoar. 
and    Mnal    aro    tho    conlinfoney    plan*     If     tho    proooaod    oiltaation 
lan't    working?      Who  will    pay    for   chan^oo,    (^to  will    oo   ro*pon*iOlo 


20*1  '**  R«9pona«>  to  CovMnc  Ldee*k*d  tZ  and  23.  Tbdtd  hav*  baan  no 
pocontlaL  raiarvolr  fltet  IdantlfLad  en  Fsarla  Craak  vlth  a  ylald 
cotapatabla    to    tha   alcof    prcrpoaad. 

9Q*2  ^*  ^'  ^'  T'***"^  would  ba  eespanaacad  for  tho  uaa  of  tho  land 
through  tha  f aaa  char gad  for  tha  Spaetal  Uaa  Fa rait  for  tha 
roaarvolr.  Tha  Rock  Craak  Roaarvolr  faelllC/  would  ba  avallabla 
for  public  uso  and  would  provldo  »mt*j  Multlpla'aaa  opportunlttaa 
(a.g.    flahtng.   boaclng,  wacar  aupply,   ate). 

20*3  Ravtalofia  to  propoaad  raaarvolr  oporatlona  and  Cho  Ineroaaod  ilia 
of  Kuddy  Craak  Roaarvolr  for  tho  SDBIS  haro  altalnatad  potantlal 
•ncroachaont  on  tha  4000  Af  'conaarvatlofi  pool*  for  tho  porlod  of 
raeord  analyzad  Hlnlaua  roaorvolr  atoraga  voluao  during  tha 
porlod  of  raeord  would  ba  about  10,000  AT  for  both  roaarvolra  (Soo 
Plguroa  4.3.3.3  and  4.4.3.4  SOCIS). 

20*4     3oo  Reyponao   to  Co«Mnt  22-4. 

20*0  Additional  roiarwolr  watar  quality  coaparactva  analyala  and 
tasporaturo  analyala  wara  cosplatod  for  Cho  SDCIS  (Saa  Sac c Ion 
4.4.3  3).  Soo  Soctlon  4.4.7.1  for  an  ovaluatlon  of  pocontlal 
bonoflelal    tapacta  on  Nuddy  Crook  bolow  tho  propoaoil  daa. 


20*6  Additional  Information  on  aittgatlon  la  praaantad  In  Sactlon  3.3.4 
of  cha  SDCIS  and  In  a  datallad  altlgatlon  plan  that  haa  baan 
davolopod  by  tho  BLH  for  tho  Kuddy  Craak  altomatlva.  (Saa 
Chaptar  3.0   FXIS). 


Comment  Letter  20 


Response 


20-7 


Lottor    to    Jorry    E.     Scholdt 
O   Novooeor     10*7 
pafo    inroo 


[^•9P   S-2.       Mo    anaro   CTU   •    doubi*    about    Caoria    Crook    a*    in*   »*ii 
toatlon    faaturo    for    Rock    Crook.        wnat     t*    rno    oator    •wallty 
Illy    on    Eqorta    Crook?      Llkowi**.     wo    «naro    tho    concom    aoout 
doouato    analyai*    of    olti^aiion    noodo    and   coot*    in    tno    OCIS. 


|'49d    3-*.       i*tat    convldoralion   wa*   ^tvon    and   ^oiy    aron '  t    prooeoalo 
nado    to    holp    control     wotor    quality    proOla*a    In    a    r^iddy    Crook 
no*ar>^Olr     Oy     construction     of     *ro«IOn     control     dOvICO*      In     tho 
dralna^o*   up«troao    froo    tho   propoaod    nuddy   Crook    •tto> 


20-8 

OA.A  I  ***y   "••    *"•    lo»«^    Trouoioaooo    oltotnatod    a*    a   pe**iblo   *iti 

^"    V  Ifor  habitat    loorqvooonto    through   olll^ation? 


In    cenclu*lon,     wo     look     forward    to    your    ro«pon*o    on    thooo 
ouoviion*.       Mo    a^roo    wi th    CTU    tnat    acco**    to   public,    duality 
•Iroao    llohorioa     tn     tni*    Slaio    i*    bpconln^     Incroaoin^ly     Moitod. 
For    tni*    ro**an.     tho    currant    and    potantlal     trout     flahory    of    Fock 
Crook    nuat    bo   carofully    iMi^nod    bafor*    a    public    dovcliion    i*    aado 
to    dootrey     It.        Tho    potontlal     --in-win-    naturo    of     tho    Muddy    Crook 
al  tomat  ivo    la    a>C  1 1  Inq,     out     I  •    tn*     #|*hory    pot  ant  la  I     downs!  roan 
roally    tharo    and    will     tho    prooo«od    bl^    9000    and    woilond*    nitl^a- 
tton    roally    bo    offoct|vo7 

*9aln,  wo  approciata  tn|»  oop 
tho  Foroot  SorvtCO  for  thoir 
thio    loportant    roooureo    allfK 


do    Fivor    Wator    Conoorv 


20*7     Ploaao     rofor  to  Raaponaa  to  Co^Mnc  ll-S. 


20-8 


Conaldaratlon  waa  noc  glvon  to  cona true ting  aroa Ion  control 
dovlcoa  In  tho  Muddy  Craak  dralnago  aa  a  part  of  cha  propoaad  i 
projacc.  If  watar  quality  aonlcorlng  and  aodallng  during 
cha  daalgn  phaaa  and  aarly  yaara  of  roaarvolr  oparatlen  Indtcaca 
a  problaa  In  thla  araa,  cho  lugfoatad  approach  could  halp 
allawtaca  Cha  problaa.  Propoaad  alclgaclon  for  vagatatlon 
and  wlldllfa  lapacca  would  raault  In  wacarahad  aroalon  control 
banaflta.  FatKlng.  raaoval  of  graxlng,  attd  v«g«catlvo 
Craacaonc  aro  propoaad  and  would  all  contrtbuCa  Co  a 
raducclon  Ln  aadlaanc  producclon  froa  cho  wacarahad  <Saa  Soctlona 
V3.3,  3.3.4  and  final  Nlclgaclon  Plan).  Banaftca  aRpaccad  froa 
raaovlng  graslng  ara  dlaeuaaad   In  Soeclon  4.4.3.2  SDCtS. 


20*9  lovT  Troublaaeao  waa  allalnatad  aa  a  pocontlal  altlgaelon  ilta 
duo  to  ici  dlBcanca  froa  cha  lapacc  araa  and  tho  ralatlvaly  aaall 
araa  aultabla  for  watland  altlgatlon. 
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Comment  Letter  21 


Response 


6ierra  Club 

Dcxky  Mounlan  Qupler 


21-1 
21-2 


Octokar    2t .     IV«7 

Jorry    f.     Scrtaldt 
Poroot    •^••--vieer 
MMjtt    Mtionel    Forvat 
3*SC7   M.    U.S.     «•    -   fulta    2« 
St*M*««t    Sertn^o,    CO       ••467 

I    mm  witlng    on   b«Me|  #    of    tho   Rockv    r^iunteln    Cteot**'    o«    the 
■  l»rra    Clw*    concefnlng    the    Dra«t    Envl  roniewtel     lapact    Stete— «t     (IIS) 
♦•r    th«   Roeli    C/'e«fc/nudtfv   Cre«*    Re«orvotr. 

r>t«   nocftv    nountain    Chant**-    o«    th*    Sl«rra  Clu»    tneludm    th*   aer* 
than    ■•••■    ««^**-e    o#    th*    3t*rra    CluA    In    Colorado.       Th*«»   *****re 
reeld*    th^owflhout    th*    etat*.       «*rtr    o*     th*«    •an*   r*cr*ational     u»*    O* 
tf**    ffowtt    National     ror»«t.     a/««    -env    alae    d****««    on    th*    «at*r*    o« 
Colorads    for    ■uilCID*!     an«    •^ricul  tural     uo*. 

Th*    91*rra    Cluk    oeoo**«    construction    o*    wl  lh*r    9*     th*    t-o 
potential     al  ternatl  v*«.     «oek    Cr**^    H*««rveir    and    rk*aay    Creok 
R*«*rvoir,     tv    r*a«on*    that    Mill     B*    d*tall*d    «i«rth*r.       L*e    mm    aleo 
•tat*    that     th*    9t*rra    CluO    qonoratly    •wtfporte    th«    caaa*nte    o4     th*    n*ea 
County    Hatvr    A^aociatlon. 

Th*    Slorra    CluO    oooo***    th*«*    projocte    du*    to    th*    lack    of     a    «lr« 
land    teqallv    a«allaOl*i    *arii*t    *or    th*    mmtwr ,    du*    to    th*    loee    o*     th* 
trout     «l«n*rv    In    Week    Cr**k .     du*    to    th*    laeacte    on    nwm    CM*ntv    «ot^ 
ua*r«.     du*    to    th*    laeact    on    *ndanq*r*d    eeoct**    o*     # 1 mh    in    th* 
Colorado,     and    bocaue*    the    proj*ei    eerw**    no    purpoe*    other     than    to 
provid*    ••t*r    to    «ill     D*nv*r     *    pro0O«*d    T««    Fork*    reeefvelr. 

Reeldente    O*    «*«*    County    are    growing    ever    «or*    conc*rn*d    ov*r-    th* 
•ooar*nt    lack    o*    ■«■«/-«»»«•    on    th*    part    o#    puollc    aqenciee    such    a*    th* 
ror»«t    5*rvtc*.    the   Ar*v    Goto*    o*    Cnqin**r*.    th*   Colorado    Rlvor    w«t*r 
Con«*rvatlcx>    Oiatrlct,     and    oth*r«    o*     th*    t*oact    O*     euDetantial    uOD*r 
Colorado    Rtv*r    dlv*r«ivi«    on    th*    Orand    Vall*v>       Firet    th*    Corps    o4 
CnQin**rs    •tat*d    In    I t«    OCIS    on    T-o   Fork*     inOw9/DeiS>    that    aqricultur* 
In    th*    Brand    Vallov    could    O*    oOlltvratad    without    siqnificant     teoact    to 
Cha    stat*«ld*    •cono»v.        Now    th*    Forest     5*rvlc*    has    co*ot*t*ly    ignar*(l 
th*    effect    of    furth*r    upp**-    ba«tn    •»at*r    storaq*  praj*cts    on    n*sa 
County    Mat*r    usars. 


2239  E.  Coirai  Aytnud.  0«nv«r.  CO  90206      303  /  321  8292 


21-1     Thank  you   for  your   co^nt.      Xc  «■•   eoruldarad   In   th*    aaUcclon  of 
ch«  pr«f«rr«d  aLeanuttv*. 

21*2     Thank   you    for   your   coaaanC.       tt  «aa   eonaldarad    In   tha    aaLacClon  of 
tha   prafarrad  alcarnaclva. 


Comment  Letter   21 

Sierra    Club    Cu-.pnf 

Octol>»r    n.     I»i7 

rmqm    2 

Mhy    „mrm    no  puOllc    •CODlnq    ..vtlnqs   hald    In    Grand    Junction"*      wnv 

-•r*    no    oubllc    hoarinq*    on    th*    DEIS    h*ld    In    Orand    Junction "»        Is    the 

21-3 

For**t    Service    COWllatelv    unmwrm    of     th*    lnt*rest     In    and    concern    about 

upper    Colorado    -ater    diversion    and    storaq*    projects    by    downstreae 

users?       Becaue*    0*     this     lac^    c       concorn    by    th*    Forest     Service     » C     the 

leoaets    to    dOMnstreaa    users,     a    nueOer     of     siqnificant     t ssu**    -ars    not 

addressed    In    the    DCIS.     Issues    that    -iqht    have    b**o    id*nti«t*d    had    th* 

Foroet    5*rvlc*    h*ld    a    Qrand    Junction    acooinq    •••tinq. 

On*    of     lh*s*    tseu*«    IS    salinity.       Other    r*vi*-*rs    0#     th*    DEIS 

-111     con«ent     on    this     In    far    greater    detail     than     I.     but     let     It     suf'ic* 

to    say     that     the    Grand    Valley    Salinity    Control     Froject    «**ans 

significant    dlsruetlon    to    water    us*rs    in    n««a    County    and     this    orojvct 

21-4 

has    apoarently    beco**    llttl*    "<ore    th«n    a    feo*rally    funded    altigaeton 

•Measure    for     r«o   Font*    and    the    upper    basin    diversions    that     »rm 

necassary    to    fill     it.        Boct;    Cr  »m*i     and    "uddy    Creek    coulo    ha^e    a 

quanl  tl  f  1  abl*    i*cact    on    Orand    vall*y    salinity    In    low    aat**-     y*ars.        The 

DCIS    should    au*ntt*V    this    iMoact. 

1                Another     siqniflcant     1  ssuv    Is    th*    necessary    «at*r    pool     for     th*                  | 

Orchard    "asa     Irrigation    District    diversion*    #ro«    the    Colorado    »»iver    at 

Palisade.        A*    an    Orchard    «*sa     Irrigation    District     -at*r    us*r .      1     a* 

21-5 

concerned    that     a    6    oercent    r*ductlon     in    flow    In    th*    Colorado    tlvvr 

will     either     increase    the    cost    0*     lilting    water     froa    the    river     or     •*»■* 

It     ia«o««ible    for    Orchard    rieea    to    fully    use    Its    water    riqnt.        Mtat 

will    be    the    leoact    of     this    reduction    In    flow   becaus*    of     the    Bock    Creei^ 

or    nuddy    Cre*k    a***rvoirs    on    th*    Orchard    n*sa     Irrigation    DlStrief 

1                On*    substantial     (l*#lci*ney    in    th*    DC  H    Is    the    e-treawlv    poor                     | 

discussion    of     t-eacts    on    the    endangered    fish    species     in    the    Colorado 

niver     downstreaa    foa    the    proposed    •'eservoirs.        The    DCIS    r Mtr^mr 

21-6 

deceitfully    claia*    on    pages    4-3*    and    4-tl»    that     th*    ftock    Cr**k    or 

nuddy    Cr**k    n»s*rvoirs    -ill     not,    by    th*<»«*lv*«,     laoact    th*    end*na*r»d 

♦  ish,     »r,a    y«t     in    th*    cuaiulatlv*    laoact*    section     t4-|4Tl     the    OCIS    notes 

that     the    Colorado    «auawf|«h,     nuaobach'     Chub,     and    '■aioroacf     •>jcf9r     m^x 

t«ff*ct     th*    *ndan«*r*d     M  sh    or    nof 

Th*    stat**«nt     In    th*    DCIS     («-l«3l     COnc*rn|nq    th*    bonytal 1     chub     IS 

ridiculous.         The    DCIS    claias    that     there    le    no    laaact     to    tha    Bonvtall 

21*7 

chub    since     It     IS    nearly    e^tmci.        'Mearly-     le    not    eoui«alent     to    actual 

eatmctlon.     or    do*«    the    Forest     Service    intend    to    mmf    a    declaration 

with    respect     to    a    species     for    a^ich     it    has    no    nanageaient     authority^ 

This     Is     th*    sort    of     thinkinq     that     undmiOtvdlv    has    contr»but*d     to    the 

bonytal  1     chub    S    current     status.        Smee    th*    oonytail     chub    has    not     in 

fact     b**n    declared    *->ttnct.     the    0CI9    had    better     a-a«tne    me     i«oacts    of 

tne    orooosed    reser.oirs    on     it.        Thes*     laoacts    could    be    «ub*tanti«l 

Sine*    the    DCIS    not**    at     oaq*    4-5*    that     chanqvs     m     Mo-    m    th*    Colorado 

ft|«*r     Increae*    hybr idl : at  1  on    0»     th*    soecies.        fernaos    that     !•    «rf»v     the 

DCIS    altbly    d*Cia*d    to    iqnor*    the    consequences. 

Response 


21*3  '^  public  hearing  on  Ch*  SDEIS  vaa  held  In  Grand  Junction  on 
Occohar  6,  198S  so  chat  agency  daclilon  aakart  uould  ba  avara  of 
tha  concerns  of  dovniCraan  wacar  usari .  Tha  USPS.  SIH,  COC.  USBR 
and  Colorado  Oaparcaanc  of  Healch  had  repr eienta 1 1  on  on  Cha 
hearing  panel.  Tan  Individual*  accandad  Cha  hearing  and  three 
Bade  stactsancs. 


21-4  Sea  Retponsa  to  Co»«anea  11-6.  U-3.  U-6  and  U-l,  a*  veil  ae 
Sacclon  4.4.3.3  SDEIS. 


2^  e  Uacar  rlghti  of  cha  Orchard  Naaa  Irrigation  Dlacrlec  ara  senior  to 
Choaa  of  aichar  propoaad  project  and  by  law  eannoc  ba  Ivpactad. 


21>6  Ae  discussed  in  Cha  sections  noted,  direct  titpacte  of  cha  proposed 
reservoirs  would  not  affect  Che  rare  flih  since  Che  amount  of  flow 
change  would  ba  Coo  laall.  These  saall  deplsclons  In  flow,  caken 
cuaulaclvely  with  other  ssall  changes  fro«  ochar  paat.  present, 
snd  future  projects,  would  causa  petenClal  I  (spaces  Co  Cha  rare 
fish.  In  answer  Co  your  queacion.  yes.  Che  proposed  reservolra 
would  Ivpact  cha  rare  fish  frea  a  cuaulaclv*  liepacc  perspective. 

21*7  ^^*  "*'  •"'•ct  datarsiinacion  on  cha  bonvcall  chub  wee  sada  In 
response  co  pasc  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Biological 
Opinions  chat  Indleacad  no  efface  (see  cha  Ulndy  Cap  Biological 
Opinion  and  other  recenc  Opinions  in  Che  upper  Colorado  River). 
The  Service  has  r^cencty  chnnged  chelr  opinion  and  Che  Biological 
Aasesaisenc  for  Che  Muddy  Creak  Project  also  notes  a  aay  affscc  for 
Cha  bonycail  based  on  cu«ulaclva  ivpacta. 
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SI vrr*  Club  Ca««»nt» 
Octoo««-    21.    1^7 


21-8 


21*9 


fttv 


WMy    dove    «^•    OtI«    *•*••   no  ••ntlon   «♦    tK«   L^pvr    CoK 
•aetn    Cowdtn.tlnq    Comi  ttM     (UWBCCl     *or    t»tv««    •nd«nq»r»d    « I  •(« 
aB«clv«7      MO"  do»«    the   p*-eoo«««    conetruetlon    ©*    "ocli    Cr»«ir    or    »«jddv 
Cr»o*    Ke««rvolr    con'ora   mi  tn    the    dre#t    »»COv»rv    ^roqr««    <o*-    Cnrtenqered 
Ftef*    Specie^    tn    tho   Upper    Caloratfo  Nlv«r    Beatn    (V^/n/***    pro^tlqeced 
by    th«   U.S.    ^ieh    end   UidlK*   Sorviee?      Mo-   do    th»   pojvct    prooonancs 
Intend    to    mmtim    th»tr    requlrvtf    eontr tbutlon*    to    thie    rvcovvry    pro^rsa? 
Tho   rocovery    pfogr-e«    wee    Intended    to    deal     »l  th    the    eort    O*     eu^iletlv* 
le««cts    to    the    #leh    o*    -*ilch    these   re»«rv»|re    ero   a   pert.       Tho    DCIS 
has    Qonerslly    tqnorvd    the    tepact    o#    thoop   epvcl^ic    roaorvotre   on    the 
«|eA,    yet    It    «uat    eenetd*r    tho   rote   o4    ttt*  projoct    proeenonto    tn 
■oottnq    tn*   r>Qutre— nta   e*    thp   rocowy   pro^ra*   aa    iMtllno*    In    tho 
dra#t    rwcovary    proprao.       Th«   DCIS    l«    |-ne«i«< I et ont    In    thi*   rp«p*ct    tn 
tnat    tt    hae    «attep    to   detail    th»    lapacta    to   owpaw^orop    opocio*. 

Ijkn  aapoct  o4  the  DCIS  M»tl  ch  auat  bo  corroctotf  l«  Itp  roltancp  on 
population  and  water  do«and  projocttone  (DCIS  at  1-31  Mttlch  have  Peon 
shoMt  to  be  Ineorroct  In  cotwente  concernlnp  tho  RDWS/OCIS.  Deos  tho 
fipr-opt    Sorvleo    Intond    to   corroet    thie    do«ietoncy    In    tho    4tnal    US? 


21-10 


PorhapB    tho   aoot    aevoro   do«lcloncy   o#    tho    OCIt    io    Ito   roUanco   on 

Con«r»««t  onal    author!  latlon    «ar    apprwat    9*    tho  prejoct    and    the    «act 

that    the^e    Is   no   currpnt    •arkot    *or    tho   aator    ytolP    0*    the    projoet. 

Tho   aarirot    Mhleh    tho   projoct    propononta   prepuppeeo    IP   not    loqally 

avatlablo    at    proaont.       Stneo    tho   »ator    yield    #ron   those   f^aorvoirs    la 

tntondod    to    roolaco    dlvoretone    to    Donver    out    O*     tho    yield    0«     Oroon 

rtauntatn   Moaorvolr,    and    alnce    the   yield   p4    3roon   Hountaln   ftoaorvoir 

oust    by    Ccv>oro«atenel    oplet    rooain    on    tho   Moatorn    Slope,    thoro    te 

eurrontly    no    way    fw    the    proponents    to    loaao    tho   wator    to    Oonvor    aa 

atatvd    In    the    0€IS.        Inpood.    It    can   bo    arquotf    that    it    Is    bevond    the 

acopo   0*    the   Foroat    Sorvtco    to   ovon   coneldor    this   projoct    whon    It    la 

entirely    doaendont    upon    Congreasi onal     action    for    coeotetlon.        Fodoral 

■qenctaa,    tnetudlnq    tho   Foreot    Service,    (reouontly   retreat    to    this 

tacK    o4    authority    to    act    dofonee   i^on    eon*ronto«   by   reouoata    in    othor 

aronas    to    consider    altarnatlvoa    Hnich    require    loqlalatlon.        fftiaootea 

•moral     laaao   evchanqoa   or    buy-outo   when    thoy    poao    a    conflict    with 

requlroa    loglatatlon    and    la    thua   bovontf    tho    acopo   o4    an   CIS    tr^    tho 

agoncioa'    diacretlon.       Tho   propeaod    Recti    Crook    and    riuddy    Crook 

Moaorvoira    poao    proclsoly    tho    aaoo   dtleoMa    4or     tho    Poreat    Sorvlco. 

How   do   you   OMolaln    your    contradictory    troatoont    o4    auch    at tprnatt voa? 

Why    !•    the   Foroat    Sorvtce    coneldorlnq    a   projoct    which    roquiroa 

leqtalatlvo   authorization   o«    quoatlonaoio   cortalnty? 

21'11 


Tho  lack  o<  a  aecur*  aarket  alao  calla  1 
ftnanclnq  of  tho  projoct.  Mhat  trm  tho  econo 
tho  coat  auat  be  borne  oneiroly  by  wo«t  slopo 
project  bo  paid  for  if  Donvor  la  unablo  to  lo 
ylold? 


ao    any    o'    tho    wator 


21*8  AC  ch«  claa  pf  tha  praparatlpn  of  thp  DtlS.  th*  Rpcpvary 
lBplpManc«tlon  Prograa  ««•  icllL  In  •  draft  acasa  and  had  noc  baan 
pgraad  tP  hj  all  parclaa.  Tha  prpgrsa  la  discuaaad  In  th* 
tlolpflcal  Aaaaaanant  for  tho  Muddy  Craek  ProJacC  ■Ineo  It  haa 
boon  aalaetad  aa  tha  prafarrad  altarnattva,  Tha  Ivpaac  analyata 
In  tha  DIIS  and  SDCIS  was  not  quaatlonad  by  tha  U.S.  Ptah  and 
Utldllfa  Sarvlca  and  accvracoly  and  auffleiancLy  portrays  ta^oets 
CO  tho  roro  fish. 


21*9     ^*  population  and  wator  Asaond  projaetlona  h«vo  boon  eorrpctpd  by 
rafaranca  to  tho  updotad  <ysiaa-Vldo  KtS   (Saa  taction  1.2.3.2). 


21*10  S^*(tcutlons  of  wator  bocwoon  tha  propoaad  raaarrotr  and  Craan 
Hountaln  loaarvolr  will  bo  laplaaancad  by  an  agroaaant  botwaan 
tho     U.S.      kroou     of     Roclaaotlon,  Don^ar       ftoard       of       Vacar 

Cooaisalonars,  and  approprlata  ochar  ancltlaa.  Thla  agraaaant 
will  proTldo  for  tho  proposod  ehongas  ta  occur  within  aslattng 
laglslatlon  and  authorlClaa  (Sao  Raapenao  to  Caaainta  ll<l  and 
4S.S). 


21' 11  Thaaa  hypothatlcal  questions  ara  not  applicable.  Thara  la  an 
Agresaant  and  Laaaa  for  tha  ihorc-tara  (23  year)  uao  of  tho  vacar 
froa   cha  propoaad  projoet   (Saa   Sections   1.2.3.2,    I.3.S.    L.3.&.    and 

1.3.7  soeis). 


Comment  Letter    21 


Response 


Storra   Club    Coeoa" 
OetoOor    21*    1*07 
Paqp   4 


tdod 
nt    of 
nablo    availaoiltty 


Thoro    aro   nuooreua    qaptnq    holoa    In    tho    Information    pre 
thta    projoct.    not    tho    loaat    o*    which    ^rm    tho    aby«*at     treats 
topacts    to   endanporod    fish    apoctoa    and    tho    «i« 
of    a    oarbot    »or    tho   water.       Tho   DCIS    falls    to   moot    tho   re«*iroaonts    of 
»«PA    for    factual    dlacloaure    o«    Information    In    those,    and    aany    othor. 
asoocts.        tt    seems    apparent    that    the    projoct    proponont    preparod    the 
0€19    and    that    the   Forost    Sorvlco    slaoly    pot    I ta    stamp    of    approval    on 

24      ^«|tho   ecTvor.       Tho   Forost    Service   would    be   wt  so    to   ooro   carefully    review 
1*  lAUho   contento   o4    tho    DCIS.    and    ahould    soloct    tho  No   Action    Alternativo. 

Slncoroly. 


;^u^ 


Chair,  Rocky 
P.O.  »o«  2*4 
■rwtd   Junction.   CO  SISSZ 


Mountain   Chap t or ,    Slorr 


21*12    Thank  you   for  yaur  co— snC. 
chs  proforrod  altonuelT*. 


It  was  conaldarad  in  tho  solsctlon  of 
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KUTAN    WOCH    «    C*M»BCWl. 


ecMvc*  eovo' 


Occobet    2S.     1»97 


Mr.    Jtrry   E-    Schinldt 

For tit    Sup»rviioc 

Route   Nscional   Focetc 

Suit*   20 

2»587  W««t  U.S.  Hlohwsy  40 

Sc*4n\bo«c  Springs.  CO  80487 

R«:   CofT<ir«ncs  on  Behalf  of  Colorado 
Trout  Unliffiited  Concerning  tn« 
Draft  Peck  Creek/Mudiy  Creek 
Resarvoi r  Cnvlconmental  Impact 
Statement 

Dear  nr ■  Schmidt ' 

We  represent  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited,  a  part  of  Trout 
Unlimited,  a  national  organization  of  citizens  interested  in 
preservino  our  nation's  cold  water  fisheries.   There  are  sioce 
than  50.000  individuals  In  Trout  Unlimited,  with  28  chapters 
in  Colorado,  including  chapters  throughout  the  Western  Slope 
In  Clenwood  Springs.  Grand  Junction.  Steamboat  Springs. 
Meeker,  ftspen.  Diilon  and  Vall.   The  purpose  of  chit  letter 
It  to  offer  our  comments  and  eirpress  our  concerns  regarding 
the  proposed  Rock  Creek/Muddy  Cre#k  projects-   As  has 
previously  been  explained  to  you  and  other  representatives  of 
tne  Forest  Service,  and  as  has  been  e>:pres3ed  in  public 
meetings  and  hearings  of  the  Colorado  River  Water 
Conservation  District  ("River  District").  Colorado  Trout 
Unlimited  does  not  oppose  the  construction  of  a  reservoir  and 
associated  f aci 1 ities' on  Mudiy  Creek  in  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  Kremmling  Pesourre  area.   We  do,  however, 
strenuously  oppose  the  River  District  s  Special  Use  Permit 
Application  for  the  construction  of  «  water  storage  reservoir 
on  Rock  Creek  in  the  Yampa  Ran.jer  District  In  Routt  National 
Forest. 
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22-1 


22*2 


Mr.  Jerry  E,  Schmidt 
October  26.  1987 
Page  2 


Before  turning  to  our  srecific  comr>ents.  Colorado  Trout 
Unlimited  would  like  to  express  Its  appreciation  to  the 
Forest  Service  and  its  personnel  for  the  cooperation  that  the 
Forest  Service  has  offered  -d   Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  during 
the  process  of  preparing  the  ^ocK  Creek/Muddy  Creek  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statemen:  ("DEIS").   We  feel  that  the 
Forest  Service  has  made  every  effort  to  provide  us  with 
Information  and  cooperation  :n  order  to  keep  Colorado  Trout 
Unlimited  advised  oi    the  environmental  analysis  and 
evaluation  process 

For  the  sake  of  convenience.  Colorado  Trout  Unlimlted's 
corments  concerning  the  DEIS  are  presented  in  the  same  order 
as  the  DEIS  and  are  referenced  by  identical  subject  headings 
and  page  numbers. 

1.3.3.  .  Page  1-12 

We  note  that  nine  sites  were  examined  as  potential 
candidate  sites   Significant  by  Its  omission  as  a 
candidate  site  Is  the  watershed  being  considered  as 
mitlcacion.  Egeria  Creek.   Considering  the  present  lack 
of  habitat  and  lack  of  wet  land  environment  alono  Egeria 
Cr'-ek.  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  (eels  that  this  drainage 
shuuld  be  considered  as  a  more  suitable  reservoir  site 
than  Rock  Creek , 

2.1,  Page  2-1 

We  believe  that  the  set  of  criteria  established  to 
determine  alternatives  as  described  in  this  paragraph  is 
both  unrealistic  and  unnecessarily  restrictive.   In 
particular,  one  of  the  set  of  criteria  is  that  the 
alternative  chosen  should  provide   approximately  the 
same  water  yield  as  anticipated  with  the  Assure 
Project  "   There  is  no  scientific  rationale  for  trying 
to  select  an  alternative  with  approximately  the  same 
wtcer  yield  as  the  original  Assure  Project   As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  r.iv*:  Dlitrlct  has  determined  co  oppose  the 
use  of  the  Muddy  Creek  alternative  in  order  to  leave  an 
opportunity  to  construct  a  much  larger  Muddy  Creek 
reservoir  at  some  point  In  the  future   Colorado  Trout 
Unlimited  feels  that  the  River  District  should  not  be 


22*1  **^    potential  reservoir  altas  h«v«  bean  locattd  en  Egeria  Creek 
with  a  yield  eosparable  to  the  sitae  proposed. 


22'2  ^*  SDCIS  analyzes  the  Lapacti  of  a  60,000  AF  reaarvolr  on  Muddy 
Creak,  conaldarably  larger  than  that  analyzed  In  Che  DCIS.  A 
larger  sice  on  Muddy  Creak  (Slta  A)  with  a  potantlal  capacity 
graacar  Chan  I 00, 000  AF  haa  b««n  contldarad  by  others  and  la 
avaluacad  In  Cha  SOEIS  (Sea  Sacclon  2,2.2.3).  This  aita  was 
allelnatad  froa  derailed  aCudy  for  Cha  reasons  prasantad  In 
Sacclon  2  2.2.3.  Sea  also  Sacclon  I.). 3  SDCIS.  The  public 
cosiaanc  aada  Co  cha  efface  thac  a  Rock  Creak  site  should  ba 
aalaccad  Co  praserva  Muddy  Craak  for  a  larger  (100.000  AF) 
reservoir  In  the  future  waa  not  an  agency  dsclalon  factor. 
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22-3 


22-4 


lU.  J«rry  E.  Sehnldt 
October  2ft.  l*t^ 
Pa9*  3 


9lv«n  a  tpvcitl  utt  pvrmlt  for  a  small  rettrvoir  on  ?tock 
Crtok  it   at  any  tin*  In  th*  futurt  tht  Rlv«r  District 
intends  to  parttcipatt  in  th«  construction  ot   a  nuch 
iarqar  rossrvoir  on  nuddy  Crtek.   A  muc^  larger 
reservoir  on  Ruddy  Creek  in  the  futurt  win  obviata  the 
necessity  for  any  reservoir  on  Rock  Creek  at  the  present 
tine  or  in  the  future. 

3.t.l.  ra9t  3-«T 

Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  believes  that  the 
discussion  of  the  aquatic  biology  of  Rock  Creek,  In 
particular  the  flndinos  that  the  Creek  is  'excellent  in 
ralacion  to  other  recognized  high-quality  trout  streams 
in  Colorado.'  underscores  the  v«cy  facts  that  Colorado 
Trout  Unlimited  faels  art  Important  to  the  consideration 
of  the  granting  of  a  Special  Use  Permit  to  the  Rkv»r 
District.   The  facts  contained  In  the  DEIS  regarding 
abundance  of  biomass  and  naturally  reproducing 
populations  of  brown  and  brook  trout  all  speak  to  the 
quality  of  stream  fishary  to  be  preserved.   These 
comments  are  also  applicable  to  the  anticipated  impacts 
discussed  at  4.3.7.1  on  pages  4-47  and  4-46. 

4.3.3.3..  Page  4-21 

We  are  extremely  concerned  with  the  outlined 
reservoir  operations  planned  which  provide  for  an 
operations  plan  which  would  'elimlnatt  the  conservation 
pool  during  an  extrtmely  dry  period"  for  the  reason  that 
the  Impact  of  such  elimination  would  ba  devastating  to 
the  aquatic  biology  of  the  reservoir  and  the  aquatic 
biology  dovnatreaffl. 


IC.l..  Page  4-7* 

Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  strenuously  objects  to  the 
portrayal  of  projected  visits  to  Rock  Creek  as  shown  in 
Table  4.3.16. 1  on  page  4-7«  showing  ptolected  visits  to 
Rock  Creek  in  excess  of  240.000  per  year  followed  by  an 
economic  comparison  of  these  visits  to  a  current  visitor 
day  number  of  2.000  fcr  the  stream  fishery.   Clearly, 
such  an  economic  analysis  comparing  stream  fishery 
visits  today  to  projected  visits  at  some  time  in  the 


22*3  R*vtsione  to  proposed  raaervolr  oparatlone  acMl  the  Inereaaed  alia 

of  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  for  the  SDBIS  have  allBlnetad  potential 
ancroachaent  on  the  4000  AF  'conservation  pool*  for  the  ported  of 
record  enalyzed.  NlnlauB  reservoir  storege  voluae  during  the 
period  of  record  would  be  about  10.000  AT  for  both  reaorvolra  (See 
Flgurea  4.3.3.3  and  4.4.3.4  SDIIS). 

92>4  ^*  distinction  becveon  lapacta  and  benefits  should  be  eaphaalxed. 
Pynef Ips  of  streea  fishing  at  Reck  Creak  wore  calculated  ualng 
Resource  Planning  Act  (RPA)  veluoa  for  "Cold  Hadal*  (high  quality) 
cold  water  acreaa  fishing,  while  reaorvolr  recreation  valuta  used 
tho  lower  value  given  by  the  RPA  for  rasarvolr  recreation.  Ftete. 
however,  that  the  also  of  the  visiting  population  for  the  Rock 
Creek  fishery  Is  extrsMly  saall  relattv*  to  visitation  for  any  of 
the  surrounding  roservolrs.  9ae  Response  to  Coasonc  3-17  and  the 
technical  tupplaaent  to  the  SDEIS  concerning  the  desand  estleaclen 
for  further  discussion  of  these  estlaates  for  both  reservoirs . 
The  lapacea  of  stres*  fishing  are  extreealy  saatl  relative  to 
reservoir  recreation  because  local  expenditures  of  boaters  Is 
generally  such  higher,  and  the  projected  visitation  as  well  as 
existing  visitation  to  surrounding  sites  la  far  greater  than  that 
to  Rock  Creek. 
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nr .   J«cry  E.   Sehjnidt 
Occobec  2i.    1>S7 
Page  < 


22-4 


22-5 


22-6 


future  is  biased,  misleading  and  Inappropr la-e .   We 
believe  this  data  presents  an  understated  value  (or 
stream  fishery  and  an  eoually  misleading  picture  of  the 
value  of  the  reservoir  fishery,   we  also  feel  that  the 
projected  visits  to  Muddy  Creek  are  incorrect.   Muddy 
'Creek  reservoir  would  be  within  easy  access  of  the 
Kremrallnq  population,  and  human  behavior  suoqests  that 
reservo't  site  visits  would  be  far  higher  at  the  Muddy 
Creek  site  than  at  the  more  remote  Rock  Creek  site,  the 
exact  opposite  cf  what  is  prcjected  la  Table  4.3.16.1. 
on  pr je  4-76, 

S.a. .  Page  1-2 

Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  objects  to  the  concept  of 
being  offered  Egeria  Creek  as  mitigation  for  a  portion 
of  the  loss  of  Rock  CreeK  without  mitigation  being 
offered  for  all  of  the  value  of  the  loss  of  the  Rock 
Creek  stream  fishery.   In  addition,  the  portion 
scheduled  for  mitigation  on  Cgerla  Creek  is  a  parcel  of 
land  obtained  in  the  middle  of  existlna  grazing  and  hay 
cropping.   The  River  District  is  offering  no  proposal  to 
control  the  amount  of  grazing  and  hay  cropping  upstream 
of  the  mitigation  area  which  will  result  in  a 
significant  impact  on  the  proposed  mitigation  section  of 
the  stream.   Regardless  of  the  aitount  of  funding  ind 
regardless  of  the  intentions  of  the  patties  regarding 
mitigation,  without  control  of  the  environment  and 
conditions  upstream  of  the  mitigation  area,  successful 
nltigation  results  cannot  be  seriously  contemplated- 

S.a.3..  Pagea  i-2    and  5-3 

Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  is  of  the  opinion  that  it 
is  Impossible  to  offer  objective  and  scientific  comment 
to  the  mitigation  proposals  being  offered  when  research 
data  is  not  available  at  the  time  of  the  publication  of 

>   DEIS.   Presentation  of  Egeria  C:eelc  as  a  proposed 
mitigation  site  without  scompanying  data  makes  it 
extremely  difficult  for  concerned  iremoers  of  the  public 
to  comment  regarding  such  mitigation  proposals.   We  feel 
that  it  is  most  Inappropriate  to  present  a  draft  EIS 
without  such  data  and  even  more  Inapprscr late  to  make 
said  data  available  only  in  the  final  CIS-   We  also 


22*5  Additional  studies  of  fish  populations  and  flth  habitat  vera  done 
on  Cgerla  Creek  to  help  define  som  of  the  potential  probleas  you 
refer  to.  These  studies  and  thalr  rasulca  are  praaented  in 
Section  }.2.3  of  the  SDEIS. 


22*6  ^'^     Responae  to  Co<«ents  22-5  and  ll-S. 
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Rr .  J»rry  E  Sciuiid; 
Occob«r  2«.  19«T 

objtct  to  Including  coit  ttclntatvi  rv^srdlnq  undtv«lop«d 
mitigation  plani  it  outlined  on  pa^fi  *-3  and  3-4. 
22*S    Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  feeli  that  luch  cost  nitiqatlon 
«xp*ndlturt<  at  titlmated  are  stciously  inadequate 
conitderinq  the  current  environvtent  alono  C^eria  Creek- 

Mdltlonal  Oeneral  Connentf 

At  erpreised  In  the  focegolne  coaments.  Colorado 
Trout  Unlimited  hai  ipeclal  concernt  about  the  propoied 
lock  Creek  reservoir  location  because  we  feel  Rock  Creel 
it  a  unique  and  Irreplaceable  wet land/C Ithety  resource 
In  contrast,  hovever.  we  chink  that  the  propoted  Muddy 
Creek  retervoir  effect  several  potentially  poaitiv* 
t It hecy/ recreations!  benef let  such  at  reducing 
dovnttream  tilt  flows,  increasing  recreational  access  to 
Muddy  Creek  and  pottlbly  creating  a  nev  tellwster 
fishery. 

The  research  done  thus  far  thovs  that  the  Rock 
Creek  fishery  Is.  by  any  standard,  one  of  the 
oucstand.ng  stream  flsheriee  In  the  state  of  Colorado 
and  one  which  qualifies  to  be  designated  as  Gold  Metal 
water.   The  Rock  Creek  drainage  has  been  a  prme. 
self-sustaining  vlld  trout  fishery  for  many  years 
becsute  It  It  a  composite  of  prime  habi:ats  for 
different  tpecies  of  trout.   Our  members  have  tested  and 
experltncej  most  of  the  waters  in  the  surrounding  area 
and  we  believe  it  Is  not  an  answer  co  attempt  to 
22*T     mitigate  the  loss  of  Rock  Creek  by  going  to  Egerla 

Creek.  w«  know  of  no  practical  alternative  to  mitigate 
for  the  lost  of  unique  and  varied  fishery  that  exists  in 
Rock  Creek. 


22  8 


We  also  have  special  concernt  about  the 
consequences  to  the  fishery  down  stream  of  the  proposed 
dam  on  Rock  Creek.   The  River  District  s  suggestion  to 
mitigate  in  the  dovnttrean  portion  of  Roc*  Creek  by 
stocking  Is  entirely  inadeq-jste.   In  the  first  place, 
the  itrean  bed  below  the  proposed  dam  site  Is  in  a 
narrow,  tight  canyon  and  the  Siver  District  offers  no 
proposal  or  explanation  regarding  access  ts  the  strear 
for  stocking  and/or  recreational  use.   Hithouc  providing 


22*7  *'  •^i'cussad  In  Section  9.2  3  of  the  SDEIS.  Egerla  Creek  weuld  not 
alclttaca  all  of  cha  lapaccs  fro*  Rock  Craek.  buc  would  ha  the  bast 
ttta  for  altlgaclng  soa*  of  the  lose.  In  oaeanca.  the  DEIS  and 
SDEIS  a|ra«  wtth  your  atataaanc. 

22*8  Scocktng  balow  tha  d»«  was  Intended  Co  altlgace  Che  lets  of  ch« 
fish  population  In  cha  canyon,  but  at  IndlcaCad  In  the  SDEIS.  :hlB 
would  noc  totally  altlgace  cha  lapact.  Access  to  cha  scraan 
balow  the  dea  would  ba  provtdad  by  cha  daa  access  ro^d  chac 
would  be  bullc  durln;  conacrucclon  of  cha  daa  (Saa  Flgura  2^1 
In  tha  DEIS).  TMa  accasa  would  provlda  a  aaans  of  sCockLng  Che 
scraaa  and  provide  raereacloaal  access  to  Cha  canyon. 
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Mr .  Jerry  C.  Schmidt 
October  26.  H«7 
Page  i 


some  access,  the  canyon  w«.is  are  too  sc?ep  for  any 
stocking  program  or  any  pcjctical  access  by  the  fishing 
publ ic ■ 

Sunnery  and  Conclusion 

On  behalf  of  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  we  wish  to 
express  our  appreciation  lor  the  opportunity  to  present 
commentt  on  the  Rocic  Creek/Muddy  Creek  reservoir  DEIS. 
Accets  to  prime  stream  fts.*iecies  is  becoming  more  and 
more  limited  In  Colorado    Current  proposals  reoardlng 
Two  Forks  will  remove  many  milet  of  prime  tcreani  fishing 
along  Colorado  s  front  range,  and  the  proposed  Increased 
water  releases  from  Rued!  Reservoir  will  severely  Impact 
the  Trying  Pan/Roating  Fee*  stream  ftsnino.   Colorado 
Trout  Unlimited  is  deeply  concerned  about  the  Rlv»r 
District  s  arguments  that  a  special  use  permit  should  be 
granted  for  Rock  Creek  instead  of  building  a  small 
reservoir  on  Mj^dy  Creek  in  order  to  preserve  the  Muddy 
Creek  valley  for  a  much  larger  reservoir  in  the  future. 
If  the  logical  development  of  water  resources  for  the 
people  of  Colorado  mandates  that  a  large  reservoir  be 
constructed  In  the  Muddy  Creek  valley  at  some  future 
dace,  then  the  current  appllcatior  (or  a  small  reservoir 
on  Rock  Creek  seems  an  unnecessary  Intrusion  on  a  prime 
environmental  resource   w»  urge  :he  Forest  Service  to 
consider  the  River  District  s  req*jest  for  a  Special  Use 
Permit  not  only  in  light  of  currert  water  resource  needs 
In  Colorado,  but  in  light  of  the  long-term  needs  and 
requirements  as  defined  by  the  River  District  s  plans  to 
cooperate  and  participate  In  the  construction  of  a  large 
reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  In  the  future 
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••ftt*    «n    the    pre^ottd   NecR 


Hr  .    J9rrv   C.    tcrwftldt 

Foreit    Su»«rut«er 

rtOQtX   Netlenal    Porttt 

2f9«7  U.    U.S.    40 

tutte    20 

tt«HM}0«t    Sprtngt,    Co.       9041 

DeftT  Mr.    tcMiidti 

Thit    tetter    etftfreveet  ■ 
Creek/Tludtfr   Creek    Iteeerwlor 

Meet    94    the    peool*    (t    Trout    UnllAlttd   ere    tn    support    o< 
the   nuddr   Creek    site    for    •    reservoir.      The   Muddr   CreeH 
veller    Is   ever-grsied   end   ebused.       It    dee*   not    support    a 
fishery.      nitiQstion    for    big   gwie    hsoi  tst    losses   could 
probsbly   be    sccompltshed    In    the    ff»fOr    ere*.      The 
development    o*    •    tei  I    Meter    Othery    ts   verr    feasible. 

In    contrast ,    a    dan   on    RecK    Creek   would   destroi'    an 
excellent    small    stream    ftsheri'.       Rock    Creek    suopertt    a 
seW-«u*tainlnQ   poputatten    of    trout    in    a    beautiful    area. 
Mitigation   would   bt    difficult    and   Cger I  a    Creek    Is    definitely 
net    satisfactory    as    a    replacement    for    Rock    Creek. 

IUI th    costs    and  water    yields    approv Imate I r   equal    on    the 
two   projects,    Muddy    Creek    I*    considered    to   t>e    definitely    the 
best    choice    by   our   members. 


Sincerely   yours, 
Dean    SwansoA 


l:\ii' 


23*1    Thank  you  for  jrour  eo<M«nt. 
cho  pt«forre4  AlcomacLv*. 


It  WOP  cofulderod  In   cKo   ■•leecLon  of 
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M              A                                                                                                      Sulla  114 

■                />^^if\                                                                                             E no*. wood.  CO 

Routt    Mat.    Forest                                                                                                              't^,  '^■* 

2C5e7   U.S.    40   suite   2v 

StoembOAt    Sprtnc-1,    CO    90497 

Jerry, 

CPOA,    the   Colort-i^  R|v»r    Outfitter*   Assoc  1  i»t  Icn ,    rfroreeenls    the 

•ajorlly    of    coii-'^rcial     r  i  vor    outflttors    within    th*    slat*    of 

Colorado.       The    a-Jiociation    would    Itio    to    ([o   on    O.C.I.-,    record 

with    the    followlni    conceme: 

The   Rocf-    Cr»9k    erocosel    will     ro^itic*    f  lowo    in     the    Lowwr    Gore 

Canyon    bv    TO    •    40    CF^.    accordtn«    to    the   D.E.I.*.       fhie    howwver 

IS   based   on    feultv   dato    that    assu"^^    If    all    wati>r    ^t|•^t«   were 

dOManded.     there    woul*;    te    no    rartlng    on     th»    Upoer     CoMra-Jo.        If 

you    loot     at    tho    histonral     flews    ver»f«    th*    0.6.1.".    sK"*il*ted 

baaellne    flows,    ycu    are    orooably    l'>?flnr    at    a    re-*jclton    of 

flows    closor    to    rCM.»    •     T'^o    CFT .       The    tik.int    and    aft'-^unt    of 

reductions    have    be>n    f».rdeled    in    the    O.E.t.i.,    but    theso   w>3f»ls 

24-1 

are    not    based   <yri    historical    real     life    ooeratlons. 

Basically,    reduced    flows    in    a    noraial    year    would    easily    ihortvn 
our    season    bv    at     least    a    month    and    could    conceivably    destroy    th* 
c->fM»arcial    ooeratic-ni    which    ewlsf    l^ere    now.       Tt.*    O.E.I.;.    h«* 
failwd    to    r«cocni=e    the    o-^twntial    danaee    to    rafting    oooratlnn*. 
Operatton*    that     In     frSS    had    a    total    direct    eeono<»ic     |n«act    of 
2  ,  50?  1  ,  Or-O .       These    It^acls    rooulre    a    <*uch    closer    eiaminatlon    In 
the   final    CI  .S. 

The   Mu'd^v    Creek    orooosal    would    noi     re-Jueo    flow*    to    the   "rror 

Colorado    durinii    the    rafting    soav?^    as    the    confluwnce   with     the 

Colorado    L«    at-cv*    '"ocer    Sore    Canyon,     therefore    allowing    us    to 

b!»e    the    raiAtia-i    for     late    luMMer    rartmn. 

Poth    the    HtfSdy    Cree*-    and    the    Rod     Cree»    projects    will     re-Xice 

flows    on    the    Bluo   Plv^r.       The    D.E.I.',     mdieatei     Ihat    this    w^l^ 

24-2 

*dveri©lv     Iwoact    raftmf     >n    th*    Bluo.     it    d'^os    not    how*vtr 

l-jantity    ihes*    inH>acts    in    water    fl^ws    or    financial     tern.a.       Thta 

Is   a   iti-nif  leant    iMoact    that   should  (^e   studiml    further    in    th* 

f  Inel    E.I  .$. 

Response 


24*1  Foc»ntl«l  tapaeci  on  eho  rafting  Induatry  war*  eonaldorad  In 
dacall  In  folni  froa  tha  DEIS  to  eho  SOUS.  *  public  aaaclng  «aa 
hald  In  Kcaaallnt  on  April  JO.  ISIS  to  dlacuaa  and  r.»la« 
pocantlal  lepaeti.  Tha  alaulatad  baaaltna  and  ilaulatad  projoct 
flow  eoaparlaona  of  Appandlx  A  ara  eonaldarad  approprlata  to 
dlacloaa  tha  lapaeta  of  tha  propoaad  projact.  Hlitorlcal  flow 
valuaa  aro  pro»ldad  In  tha  SOSIS  for  eoaparUon  and  wara  uaad  In 
tha  avaluatlon  of  potantlal  lapacta  to  tha  rafting  Induatry. 
Elthar  propoaad  projact  vould  hava  tha  potantlal  of  anhanclng  tha 
oparatlona  of  tha  uppat  Colorado  U»ar  uatar  atoraga  and  dallvarir 
ayataa  to  tha  banoflt  of  tha  rafting  Induatry  (Saa  Sactlon 
1,2.3.4).  Huddy  Craak  Kaaarrelr  oparatlona  KOuld  alao  h«»a  tha 
potantlal  of  providing  au^ontatlon  ralaaaaa  In  July  and  Augujt  of 
■any  yaata  to  tha  banaflt  of  tha  uppar  aalnataa  rafting  Induatry 
(Saa  Sactlona  J. J. 7  and  4.3.12.1  SOUS.  Saa  alao  additional 
raaarvolr  oparatlonal    Infonaatlon  Sactlon  1.4.3.7   ftlS). 

24*2   ^»*   Hoaponaa   to  Coasant   l)-4. 
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TKe    Rock    Cr»»*-    o^oooe-il    vill     imtlfov    »"    •<i<».tn<   hlRh    «X(»  I  I  •  v 
trout      elrVM*    «•»»(»»     cur'«*»tlv    K««     •iflflefcnt      r^t  r*»  t  i  O'la  I      U»«  . 
Th«    O.C.t.9.     In-Slol**     lh»t     lh«    0"XX>«»-)    •llt((»tlo«    will     ^O* 
r»ol>e«    t^^l*    '*c  rstttlona  I     raaourc*  . 

r^«4<Tv    Cr»«fc    prooovAl     will     flood     lan-i*     th»l     ftr*    571     curr«ntlv 
•w»ll»bl«    tor    r»<r#ello«    u««    o*s    •    itrea*    thai    la    only    ^^rutnal  l\ 
•utt*<}    to   «••    ••    •    ire^ol    fl•^•ry. 

R|v«F     running    o"     th«    Upptr    ColoraA)    •n^    th»    Blu«    Pl/«r     I1     •    h«v 
•  llracllo«>     to    t>Oth    Grand    mr>-i    fu*ait     C''-ont>c«.       «Of»    an-i    morm 
pc'Tple    •»■•    r«ftll  =  tr>|    1 1»    •cono*lc,    social.    »Ad    recreational 

valu*. 

IColore-^o    RIvtfr     l«    on    natiortal     )nv*<«lory    of     wild    an)    «c«nie 
rivere.       D.E.I. 3.    <]0>>«n  '  t    ae  !>»'?«  I  tf^^*    tht«    «tatLn    and    d.*)**    tot 
aodraaa    laoacta    ralatad    tha    wild    arvj    sca^ic    aLatw*    of     th#    rivar. 

Both   Rock   Cr»«k    and  Muddv   Cr»«k    could  hava   nat»tlva   acoA.>«tc 
|«0*cts    on    all    of    Orand    Co<.«^tv    an.j    tr>««a    laoac  ta    rtava    not    t>a«n 
•d-3--«««.<d    in    tha    O.E.I.S.       SoaelfUally.    a'tacli    of    da-^.larinf 
ma    urp«r    Colorado    and   Fraaar    Rivarv    -n    local    water    and    «awa«a 
ayalaaa    Kava    n.ji    b«»n    addraa«*d.       TKa    raflmj     Inoualry    K«avily 
dap«nd«    on    tha    aconoaie    will    ^•lnJ    of    Orand   Co*x»ty    for    euaio*^ri 


Miary,     CROA 
rtairuc I  ion   o*    a 


uld  Ilka  to  Ko  en  racord  acalnvt  tna 
r>mf  proiaet.  It  Is  fait  thai  local  economic 
and  recreational  loaaaa  nav«  not  bean  addra««e-3  In  tha  O.E.I.S. 
and  oriaa  *ora  raaaarch  In  rhaaa  ar*a«.  Smca  ina  currant 
propoaala  are  supooaad  to  witlsftta  tha  na>iatlv«  l*oact«  fro*  ih 
Windy  Qap  project,  CROa  would  urja  furinar  atudy  into  aUarnati 
•  1  tea . 


^.^e:^ 


•,f^.< 


c/.„.:a,   /a-» 


24'3  Fotslbl.  vlld  and  tcanlc  ttacuJ  for  portion!  of  tho  Colorado  Rlvtr 
la  rof.ranced  In  cho  SDCIS  (Sao  Soeclon  3.10).  Aa  dlicuaaod  tn 
Soctlon  4.3.9.1  Rock  Croak  Kaaarvolr  would  hava  no  advario  Ivpacc 
on  chla  raach  of  cho  rlvor  or  any  on-alta  dlscurbanca  on  tho 
tnvancorlad  raach.  Huddy  Craak  Raaorvolr  would  hava  no  on-slca 
dlflCurbanca  In  tho  tnvantorlad  raach  and  could  provlda  anhanclng 
flowa    through   tha   roach   (Sao   Sacclon  3.S.7.1). 

24*4  ^*  lapacCB  you  noca  would  nee  occur,  plaato  aaa  tha  DEIS  or  SOCIS 
for   Moro   dotall.      Holthar  would  aconoalc    lapaeta   occur. 
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joni  aiis 

RN6R  TOURS. 


*OiV!OUAUZEO  TdiM  _  WtOMiSJONAL  CUIOCJ 


Oeorttr.  Schmiot 

Wi  flo  nol  beleive  the  OE'S  for  Rock  Cr«?>;/nuady  Cre?»?  r««ervoir  hoi 
auff icienUy  addressed  ihe  issue  of  reiuceo  flows  on  the  8Iue  River  Oelow 
Dillon  Reservoir    It  states  ihet  reduced  flows  mey  limit  floatOeating  to 
some  decree,  calls  this  on  unovotoaOle  adverse  imoect,  t)ul  msigmflcanl 
Tht  OEIS  also  fails  to  consider  any  mittgotton  for  this  adverse  tmoacl. 

We  feel  tht  ooatlng  activities,  Both  pnvote  and  csmnierciol.  are  on 
economic  Boost  to  the  Town  o'  SHvertnome  ond  Summit  County,  esoecially 
In  early  summtr  months  wnen  joDs  ond  tourists  ere  nol  In  plentiful  supply 
A  reduction  In  flow  on  the  eiue  River  would  hove  a  significant  impact  on 
Iht  lives  of  su  licensed  outfitters,  60  employees,  ond  many  of  the 
surrounding  stores  and  businesses  in  (he  oree    To  find  out  the  full  story  on 
boating  recreedon  on  (he  Blue,  wt  sugoest  uou  contact  the  Public 
Information  Corporation,  whicn  did  o  study  on  (his  tooic  and  its  economic 
benefits  during  July.  I98T    Their  information  mould  be  included  in  (he 
DEIS    Other  facts  you  should  looit  ot  ore  the  pfienomenol  growlh  of  ns^r 
recreation  on  the  Slue  in  the  last  five  years,  its  projected  future  growth, 
and  what  this  means  economically  to  (ha  surrounding  towns 

We  reouest  (hot  you  looic  a  little  closer  a(  the  facts  on  f  loelDooting  on  the 
Blue  River,  read  through  the  facts  proviosd  by  the  Public  Informelion  Corp  . 

lond  Show  these  in  the  final  EIS    we  would  oiso  oppreciete  some  (houohl 
used  to  develop  some  type  of  mitidstion  (cr  these  edver^e  impacts    Ideal 

lused  in  (he  past  include  limed  releases  and  ooenmg  chonntls  for  boots 

Please  include  this  letter  as  comments  on  the  Socit  Creetr/iiuddy  Creek 
DEIS 


Sincerely 


Pst  wathen&  jom  Ellis 
Owners.  Joni  Ellis  ftw^  Tours 

fO    Boh  744  •         OiOon.  CoIotmIo  804)S 


per  15 
rf.;-.. 


fJOl)  4411028 


25*1     ^**   R*>pona«    Co  Coasant   18'6. 


25»2    ^'^   l*""Pon»"   O  Co««»ne 


25*3Addlctonal  analyata  of  pocanclal  floacbeaclnn  Ispaeci  wat 
eonduccad  for  cha  SDCIS.  but  no  ttftnlfleanc  direct  lapacCs  war* 
noced-  Mitigation  m^%  charafora  net  required  ilnea  direct  lapacct 
would  not  occur  Aa  dticuaaed  In  Section  4  4  12.1  of  tha  OEIS. 
the  Muddv  Craak  altarnattva  could  provide  enhanced  flowa  for 
float boa ting  tn  Che  Colorado  Rlvar.  (See  additional  reaarvolr 
operational    LnCorvatlon  Section    1.4.3.7    FCIS). 
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^aftmi 


».  J<nT  Sctaldt 
nDutt  ttetlon^  Por««t 

nsf  uxt  U.S.  40 

Suit*  20 

•t  Sprliwa.  00    ao«iT 


Dmt  tfe-.  SdiBldt: 


bKtoMd  rou  ■rtii  rim  o 

X  aaid  wvr«  forthcaaina. 


:  CnA/niMr  CrMk  DIIS  ttat 


1  apprvcUt*  th«  cictcnaion  rtM  gave  ua  to  atudr  Uia  propoaal.     Wa  uara 
abla  tD  ooaa  up  with  aora  oo^lata  oo^Nnta  br  havlfi«  aora  tlaa. 

Could  TfM  plMtaa  Imluda  araalf  on  tha  llac  to  racalva  rsa  fliwl  CIS 
ahan  avallabla? 

I  ai^raclata  tha  M>rk  that  hw  lona  Into  tha  atudj-  and  raaliza  row  will 
do  rour  Vat   to   Ineluda  data  that  I  hava  found  Laclflr^  In  tha  atudr. 
Flaaaa  faal  fraa  to  contact  aa  ahould  7«u  hava  any  quaatlona. 


Dabbia  (.  ^k^qual 
anel:  ooManta  to  DEIS 


P.O.  boi  1805  •     Vjil.  Colorado  S1659  •  (303)  47S-r23« 
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aiimct 


26*1 


IMT 


t^.   Jerrr  t.   Scfaldt 

Forest  Supar^'leor 

Routt  NetlovMi  roreet 

29987  Wst  U.S.    40 

SulU  20 

StMBboAt  3prlno,   00     60487 


nta  to  Oreft  EnvirofventAl   bipact  SUt—r^t 
Pi  ti%umml  Itoai  CrMk/nuddr  CrMk  lUMrvoir 


Dmt  r^.  Sehmdt: 

I  subklt  to  TQu  the  foilovtn«  eo—snf  In  rsMrda  to  the  laropoeed 
Dock  Creek/Hidd7  Creek  Reservoir  project.  Aa  sn  officer  of  the  Colorado 
Kivvr  Outfitter*  Association  and  onm  of  aany  cowasrclal  <XJtfltt«rs 
oparatlfW  on  the  Colorado  River,  I  have  studied  the  DEIS  and  Kavo  f(K««l 
aerlou*  flaws  in  the  etudy  that  ahould  bm  cxaauted  prior  to  Isatanc*  of 
tha  Final  EIS. 

Thla  EIS  ahould  Beaaure  ail  lapacta  of  environsantal.  recreational 
and  econoAlc  conaequencee  but  fails  to  do  so  in  retards  to  ^i^-e^ 
raftlnc/floatboeting  which  la  elffilflcant  on  tha  Colorado  River  and  the 
Slue  Rlvvr. 

MVBI  RAFTIKiyTUM'raQATIMl  IS  DfOrTAHr  TO  SUntUODO  OOUOTES 

Rlvvr  rmftlrtc/floatboatlnc  Iraftlnc.  kar«kln«,  floftt  flahlnc, 
etc.),  both  IIS-  irl  r  1  and  private,  provide  a  sicnifloant  service  and 
available  recreational  activity  to  the  econouea  of  several  oowtlea 
BurrtKnUr^  tha  project.  Suaaer  ralatad  activities  are  especiailr 
lav»rtant  to  theee  cmaitiea.  Thar  hava  found  that  dependence  on  the 
winter  ski  asaaon  slone  cannot  support  a  heaithr  ra*r-roml  acowar- 
Me«rLr  all  ski  towns  are  spendif«  aora  aoner  to  aarket  th^«aelv«a  aa 
suver  destination  rvsorts.  Thase  co^ailles  include  Ea«le,  SiaaLit  and 
Garfield.      Hot  onir  Routt  and  Grwid  aa  atudiad  in   the  OCIS. 

uvm  RArriMO  is  imchtakt  to  tw  statv  or  oolcrado 

TTm  river  Induatrr  in  tha  entire  ataU  of  Colondo  haa  (tcmi 
U  ■iiislmisli      over      the      paat      r*ar*.  Nstional      and      tntematlonal 

recocnitlon  aa  ■  premier  k*iU#>**ter  state  is  a  rrault  of  B■c^essl^• 
SKrketin«  br  the  State  Touri^«  Departaant  and  br  the  cvHsercial 
outfitter.  Tha  State  Tourisw  miM  Kav«  devoted  a  trcvendowa  a«cxnt  of 
their  effort  to  the  rlvar  raftlnc.  ^^hltewater  sport.  It  Is  ana  of  tha 
■orv   Ij^nrtant  activities  that  draws  travelera  to  our  state. 


p.o  boi  180$  •      Vj.lcolofjdo  81658  •  (30)1  4r6.r2J8 
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26-2 


26-3 


26  4 


26-5 


WDI  KA/TOC   U    DVCKTMn  TO  T>«  LOCAL  OOMMma 

lll«*r  nrtlr^  And  oLh*r  r«l»t«d  rtrvr  actlvltl**  •■-«  Ij^DrtAnt  to 
r««ld«nu  of  loc»i  eo^uUtlM  •^«-ro^««lintf  Xhm  prejoct.  It  !•  part  of 
tho  llfo^trlo  of  ihm  KKSiuin  rwltftants.  And  let's  net  for««t  ciM 
iJ^ortMTom  of  rlv«r  actlvUloo   to  tho  rvaldcnta  of  tho  cntlrw  atoto. 

tMUM^  AM)  ru»a  or  nm  dratt  eu: 

TKo  folloi^nc  oro  spoclflc  mrmm  t>Mt  t>M  drmft  KU  olthor  follod 
to  addrovs  or  serioiM  fUwo  fo^nl  In  tho  draft  H3.  Scmm  of  tho  Itoiw 
llstod  or*  dir«etl7  ralsted  to  rlvvr  raftlnc/flaotbaoUng  wid  oooa  aro 
not.  Tlver  *ro  not  In  snr  priority  onSor  and  ahould  aJL  bo  studied  In 
tho  final  eiS.  P1*«M  note:  ***tn  tho  tera  'rlvor  rafttf«~  Is  \mmi  I  aa 
rafarrLni   to  all   floatboatlitf/rivvr  actlvitlva. 

II  TW  DKI9  PAILS  TO  DCUJDB  DVACn  CM  Wni  KAPriXI  <m  tha  Colorado 
River.  It  atatoa  that  'luaulated  taaao  floMS*  will  not  all9/  rafting  Ln 
tho  futuro.  hou«v«r  hlatorlc  flowo  and  hiatorlo  <teta  are  \»od  elaovhar* 
in  tho  studr  **Mn  aeana-inc  la^acia.  Vould  this  ba  allo^^d  If  It  were 
asauHd  that  faaaa  flo^^  would  not  ailoM  flah  to  aurvlv*  In  tho  rlv«r* 
v>t|>  th«n  haa  htatorlc  data  Involving  rlv«r  raftlns  not  bo«n  Irclvxlrd'' 
At*  tho  appilcAnto  allouad  to  lake  o\ch  an  aaauiptlan  Uion  euch  ard 
lavnrtAnt  racraatlffml  activltr  la  at  atako? 

2)  TTB  tUM  Rrvn  n^fCTS  AM  STATO)  TO  H  StOOnCAMr.  hok«>^r,  tho 
DCIS  falls  to  quantify  tho  Impacts.  How  la  it  all  other  flows  and  the 
impacts  of  thooo  flows  are  a^aavrvd  and  ■Itlgatod'*  Tet.  river  rsftlM 
on  tho  Blue  Rlv«r  below  Dillon  is  not  ■a^nired.  nor  bipacts  Uatad  or 
Kitlfsted^  Thle  Is  a  aarlouo  flaw  of  tho  study  that  aw¥wt  be  left  out 
In   tho   final    E13. 

3)  GLnULATTVl  OVfiCn  CN  ADJACBT  GCIJNTT  ECOCKIZ3  are  not  Included  In 
tho  DEIS.  Ea«lc.  Strait  and  Carflsld  co^titrt  could  fac«  adverse 
Impacts  should  either  of  the  proposed  projects  are  built.  ^4ot  <">nlr  due 
to  tho  loss  of  rlvor  recreation,  but  by  the  possibility  'hat  the  project 
will  lur^  ciatoaers  nou  coalnc  to  th«s«  co^^tles.  will  thvre  actually 
be     sn     Incrvaaa     In     tcxirlna     In     the    projr<ct     area    or    will     this     projsct 

pi  are    already     established    cidtoaors    of     the    eurro\««iin4    co<«itles^ 
^Is   should  be  studied  and    tho   r«sult«    Lncluded    in  tha    final  EIS. 

41  LOSSES  KZFRtlENCn)  BT  TVS  Rrvst  ITCUSTIIT  HAT  VfLL  3LRPASS  AHT 
rvcrratkonal  opportts\ltr  benefits  of  the  project  to  Grand  4  Routt 
counties.  Let's  face  It,  Grand  and  Routt  co^sitles  hav«  se^e  aaoi^ts  of 
'flat««ter~  recreation  aa  llst«d  In  the  DEIS  and  ihatr  •conoaies  arc 
cortalrUy  not  showing  lncr«ased  rrowth  as  a  result  of  this.  However, 
the  rlvpr  industry  is  crowing  subotantlaUr  in  th«4e  and  9(irro\#«llng 
coifttles  snd  sttractlnji  anrv  and  Bor«  cuatoaers.  This  a  very  important 
Lj^act   that  ahould  be  considered. 


26*2    ^**   Rssponsa   Co 


26*3   S**  Kaiponaa   C*  CosMnt  11-4. 


ZD*4  Thors  era  two  Issues  In  this  eoaaont:  red  L  scr  Ibut  t  on  of 
vlsltscton  fros  surrounding  arssa  (•%..  Crssn  Houncsln  RsssrvoU) 
to  the  nsv  reservoir  artd  cha  cuvulaclva  lapacts  on  fVoacbosclng  In 
Che  Blue  River.  Tho  vtslcaclon  projections  vara  bssod  on  data 
froa  tho  Division  of  Parks  snd  Outdoor  Recreation  for  sslactad 
altos  In  Colorado.  It  la  Ukoly  that  soao  shifts  In  currant 
visitation  mmy  occur,  and  chat  there  will  ba  cusulsttvo  Ivpacts  on 
surrounding  counties  (Sea  pagaa  4-Ba  and  4-170  of  tha  SOCIS) .  Tha 
•  ffact  of  althar  daa  on  the  llua  River  say  cause  loiaa  reduction  In 
tloscbosclng  In  tha  lata  season.  However.  tho  sajor  aourca  of 
thasa  Impacts  Is  not  llkaljr  to  ba  althar  daa  <aao  page  4*1(9  and 
pages  4-171  to  4-lBO  In  tha  cuaulatlva  lapacta  ssctlon  of  tho 
SDCIS).  It  Is  anticipated  chat  an  Increaao  In  tha  raglon'a  total 
raaorvolr   visitation  would   likely  occur. 

26*5  $•■   Response    to  Coasonc   3-2(. 


Comment  Letter    26 


Response 


26-6 


26-7 


26-9 


|9)    RKREATICNAL  REVCMja   mDJKTBD   IN   THE  TTUTT   AftB   STECULATTVC    If   not 

crf^tive.  There  w*re  not  subatAntlve  stvilles  listed  as  a  wt^^rm  for 
determining  use  and  rrvvmjm  projections  at  the  reservoir.  There  should 
be  a  covplete  stixlv  or  th>se  prr>Jectlona  should  be  coa^letely  eliiainated 
froB  consideration   In  the   flnai   EIS. 

■3IMUIATH)  BASS  Fl/WS"  WHX  M  A  RIBULT  OT  TW  PBDJBCr,  fot  aro  uaed 
I  basta  for  bTdrolojical  la«jacts.  what  the  study  doesn't  Include  Is 
the  fact  that,  this  project  will  erwble  the  front  range  water  Interests 
to  aoro  fully  utilize  their  u«ter  rights.  Should  this  stistr  allow  SLch 
*sisulated  facts'  to  bo  usad  wh«n  hydrology  of  record  la  available''  I 
Bar  no,  and  hava  (otnd  no  reasonable  answer  as  to  why  tho  sppl  leant 
chooeea  to  uae  the«e  flo/a  other  than  to  avoid  tho  real  Intent  of  thla 
project  aM  to  avoid  trvrludlng  river  rocreatlon  IjapacU.  Is  It  poasibla 
that  thla  project  la  not  aitlcatlon  for  windy  Qap  but  a  project  that 
will  efwble  the  front  range  to  get  aoro  v«ter''  Could  It  be  these 
'simulated  base  flob-s  are  Included  with  the  Intent  *xt  av^id  s  project 
by  project  study  of  the  l»ip»cts  of  future  projects  that  "111  be  s  result 
of  this  proJ«<ct'*  Can  u^  allow  this  project  to  slAilate  i4wt  they 
anticipate  aa  the  result  of  projects  that  have  not  yet  been  buUt  or 
studied'*  You  can  tell  by  wrr  trying  to  evplaln  here  that  there  Is  s  ^-rr 
cnvplr^  systea  of  ^ater  projects  that  are  as^'iwH  In  this  study.  And  by 
allowing  these  "slaulafed  facts  to  be  uaed.  you  mmrnxmrn  the  process  of 
peraittlng  and  other  land  \mm  regulations  will  result  In  the  full 
utllltatlon  of  squired  water  rights.  However,  these  SQutred  water 
rights  aay  not  be  full  utilized  for  perhaps  a  100  years.  If  the  purpoee 
of  this  project  kill  allow  these  future  projects  to  hsppen,  then  each 
project  should  be  required  to  be  stulied  on  a  project  by  project  baaie 
boforo  allowing   this   project   to  ba  built. 


aO*0  IiXIS.      There    Is 


GN  Till  Rum  Rfvni  mxM  OMITM  ARR  *m  ocu/nrD  In 

no  flow  analysis  and  therefore  no  Impact  analysis. 


the 


•  )  THERl  AIS  SeVRRAL  *FaS3D«]  LUCS"  KUUWB)  TO  IN  TIB  S1\X)Y  but  not 
SMle  svallsbls  witnin  the  atixly.  Tha  public  ahould  have  tha  right  to 
have  thes«  doc\Jvnts  incluled  In  the  study  so  that  the  Is^nrtant 
references  can  be  ixvlerotood  by  tha  public.  Stnca  these  'nlsslng  link* 
iViriaanre  provide  tha  baala  for  Important  concl^tflon  In  the  DCIS.  the 
least  rou  can  do  Is  require  that  theae  doc\a«nts  be  oade  jmrf.  of  the 
etudy.  Also,  sew*  of  the  'aisalng  link'  dooaents  i-ere  said  to  be 
"drmft".  How  la  It  we  allow  draft  doc\SBents  that  are  inconclusive  aa 
•ixh^  The  (fcjCTjaenis  I  refer  to  are;  ResgLJce_Consultanta.  Inc.  1987^ 
LTOj/BW  Suppliant  for  watsr_  saiea_fr^^fyen_rttn^98S;_f1strp_&enyer 
*#aler_5uppl7__5ri*'^'<*«._0?li_*««C^*'l"^  _Cap  _Sun>l«»wnl  Agree»iwnt. 
^%rch  19B5,_Rlver_0lstrlct/Water__Board_Agreewen3  J2/I5/M:  _^tanda»•_of 
the  Coiorado_Rl*-er  Conser^-stlon  Board.  I  augsest  thst  (hese  alsalng 
llnKs  *^  incl»«led  In  'he  flr«l  docv*»ent  and  that  any  use  of  Incoafilete 
not   bo  allowed    In    the    final    evaluation. 


26*6  ^*  rocroattnnjl  rav«miat  war*  davolopad  fro*  a  deaand  study  that 
la  available  froa  the  Forest  Service  or  the  BLM.  They  are  based 
on  accepted  veluea  and  models  snd  wsrs  used  In  the  Benaflt/Coat 
study    Included    In   tha    DEIS    as   Appendix    B. 

26*7  Existing  sgresaents  snd  water  rlghta.  not  tha  proposed  project, 
paralt  tha  water  usa  rcprasantad  by  the  alaulatad  baseline  This 
use  csn  happen  with  or  without  tha  proposed  project.  Saa  Raa^naa 
to   Coa^ant    24-1. 


26*8  Ad<lltlonal  hydrologlc.  watsr  quality,  and  rafting  analysis  Is 
provided  In  the  SDCIS  (Sea  Sections  4.3.3.4  and  4.4.12.1).  (Sea 
alao   Respons*    to   Co^Mnt    11-4). 


26'9*»  notsd  In  Chs  SDtlS  thaaa  doeu»ants  ars  avallsbla  froa  or  can  ba 
reviewed  at  the  U.  S  Forest  Ssrvlce.  Routt  SuMnnsl  Forest  office 
In  Stesabost  Springs  or  cha  BLH  Xrsaallng  Rssource  Arss  offlcs  In 
Kreaallng.    Colorsdo. 
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26-11 


t)  irrc  NO  ACTION  ALTBMATIVI  ANALYSIS  ASSLTCS  SKKlFlCAIfr  PROIILm  wttl 
renult  to  th«  eppUcent.  Br  uinuitnc  this,  Uie  DTIS  fetls  to  r«aUze 
that  "probletBs'  fec*^  by  the  eppUcmnt  are  not  the  responslbllltr  of  the 
Xh«  USFS.  The  USPS  Is  reaponalbls  to  aaAaure  the  Inpscts  of  tha  project 
not  the  result  of  no-actlon.  Also,  this  assixnptlon  on  the  part  of  the 
USPS  rails  to  Hat  the  positive  results  of  no  artion  and  Just  aentlons 
that  thlnjia  will  retanln  status  quo.  Well.  ivi\be  status  quo  is  the  best 
thins  that  can  happen  to  the  enviroraaent  other  potential  laqoacta.  The 
study  alao  falls  to  list  the  exact  "problsaa'  that  could  happen  as  a 
result  of  no  action. 

110)  tVTOO  DRKVBl  WATBR  DEMANDS  NARRAKT  TW  mOJITT  Bl  BUOT  bw^auae  the 
West  Slope  Mtter  dentndM  and  population  grouth  were  iMwva liable.  It 
aakes  no  sense  to  m^  uhr  this  was  done  when  this  project  was  suppose  to 
be  built   to  benefit  the  West  Slope  waUr  doaands. 

Ill)  Bcmonc  MUl^TITLIBt  FACTOR  IS  UBCD  RANDCKLY  to  she*'  Inflated 
economic  ljDr»cta  when  rcferrlnf  to  projections  of  recreational  l^»cta. 
However,  *A\pn  referrlnf  to  hlatoricai  river  iiwhjatrT  studies,  the 
■ultiplier  factor   la  not  used. 

112)  RTVER  RAm>in  TTUDnS  ARB  AVAJIASLB  and  should  be  Included  in  the 
EIS  u^en  referring  to  rtver  rafting  tmpocts.  The  recent  Kellsgate  Stud> 
shows  that  the  river  rafting  Industry  provides  a  stcnlf Icantlr  greater 
amount  of  revenues  thvi  previously  reported.  Actual  revenuea  ffnerated 
by  river  rafting  on  the  Upper  Colorado  Rl\er  alone  range  froa  13.75  - 
«5.5  aillion  In  total  direct  and  Indirect  expend  I  turea .  Yet.  the  one 
place  thej-  atudr  reported  revenuea  aa  a  reault  of  river  rafting,  they 
laed  an  mitdated  stud.r  without  using  the  ml  t  ipl  ier  factor  and  the 
result  is  nniv  »2  nllion  in  ex-pendi tures .  1  a«  Bore  than  happy  to 
direct   the  applicant   to  aore  updated  studies. 

113)  RlVOt  RAFTTNC  WITHI-KrH  WFKE  HOT  ODrSULTTO  in  »d\-ance  or  during  the 
sf-udy  p»^rlod.  1  *.ould  like  to  know  (.■tiy  this  Import-ant  entity  »ja» 
overlooked  by  the  aprllennts  then  In  their  atudy  they  refer  to 
"f  loatboatlng  '  as  an   laportant  econcmc   factor  for  the  region? 

IH)  RIVER  RBCBEATIOH  A^®  TICE  BUi  BMP  are  not  Included  in  the  sti«iy.  The 
BLM  RMP  my  show  conflicts  between  the  project  being  built  on  BLM  land, 
yet  adv.»rsely  affecTln*  other  areas  of  Banagewent  for  the  BL*1.  This  is 
an  area   that  should  be   studied. 


26-15 


115)  WATER  QUALITY  DATA  IS  ZNCCHPLFTB  In  seme  areas.  Especially  data 
during  the  winter  lonths.  a  time  of  >'ear  %&tcn  w^ter  quality  atand&rda 
are  more  likely  to  be   Impacted. 


26-17 


16)  DOES  DIVRSinW  BERIN  DURIWC  CDMrTOUtmON?  In  section  2.5.1,  a 
descript  Ion  of  the  construction  pror»*as  seefio  to  nay  the  diversion 
proc^":  will  be»ln  before  the  dwn  it^f-if  If  built.  If  this  la  the  case. 
It  should  be  clearly  spelled  out  In  the  atud,v  so  that  the  public  can 
realize  this  important  fact. 


26*10  The  No  Action  Altsrnstlva  la  Incroducad  In  Section  2.3  SDCIS  and 
dlscuisad  In  detail  In  Section  4.2.  Given  the  purpose  of  the 
propossd  project  ss  outlined  In  Section  1.2.2  and  the  Federal  role 
discussed  In  Section  1.2. I.  the  potsntlal  consequences  of  no 
action  aro  relevsnt  to  ths  procoaa  and  Bust  be  considered  bjr  tho 
federal  agencies  involved,  Thay  provld*  •  basellna  against  which 
the  agencies  can  evaluate  tha  balanced  need  for  the  propoaad 
project. 

ZO'llThe  Purposa  and  Naad  Sacclon  of  tha  SOElS  has  been  expanded  to 
clarify   this   Uaua   (Sao  SocClon  1.2   SDEIS). 


26*12  The  sane  sultlpltor  waa  uaed  for  all  recreation  activity:  froa 
1,6  to  1.8  for  the  two-county  region.  This  «ultlpller  Is  baaed  on 
the  retail  and  aervlca  aactors  In  the  region,  which  will 
experience  direct  Increasaa  In  deaand.  Visitation  Is  slallsr 
betwesn  fishing  and  f loatboatlng.  Personal  conversations  with 
floatboatlng  oparatora  indicated  that  local  expenditures  will 
likely  bo  alallar  to  those  of  flaherven.  The  $1  to  $U  allUon  for 
flihlng  la  both  direct  and  Indirect;  thla  luggeits  that  fishing 
and  floatboatlng  have  approxlaately  equal  cconoalc  lapacta .  dote 
that  the  econoalc  lapacta  are  calculated  for  the  two-county  region 
and  not  the  entire  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  (Sae  page  3115  of 
tho   SDEIS   for   further  dlacuaslon  and  raferencoa). 


26*13  S«a  Raaponoe  to  Coasanta  26-12   and   3-26. 


26 '14  *^^*"P^'  to  Infora  and  Involve  the  public  were  directed  to  all 
groups  which  were  felt  would  have  an  Interest  In  either  the  Rock 
Creek  or  Huddy  Creek  proposals.  Hore  specifically,  public  scoping 
■eetlnga  weta  held  In  Kreasllng.  Yaapa  and  Denver  on  July  31, 
August  I  and  August  2,  1985  respoctlvely .  The  purpose  of  these 
scoping  aaetlngs  was  to  obtain  public  coaaencs  on  tha  proposals, 
alternatives  and  lapact  Issues  and  concerns.  In  sddltlon  and  in 
response  to  various  consents  received  on  the  Draft  EIS  concerning 
■f loatbostlng" .  the  Buresu  of  Land  Nanagenent  held  s  special 
■eetlng  on  April  20,  1988  in  Kreaaltng  concerning  this  Issue.  A 
letter  was  sent  to  all  of  the  river  outfitters  notifying  and 
•  ncotiraglng  thea  to  participate  in  this  aeetlng  Ths  purpose  of 
this  aeetlng  was  to  discuss  tho  Muddy  Creek  alternative  In  regards 
to  suppleaentsl  flows  snd  establ Ishaent  of  a  alnlaua  acceptable 
flow  for  coaaerclal   rafting. 
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The  BLM  Reaource  Manageaant  Plan  does  Indlcste  conflicts  between 
the  project  and  other  resources  and  Is  so  indicated  In  Sections 
2.5  8,  page  2-29.  3.10.2.  page  3-87  and  6.^  9.1,  pages  4-125-126 
of  the  DEIS.  These  laae  sections  have  been  updated  In  the  SDEIS 
and  Indicate  aora  clearly  the  relationship  of  the  Muddy  Creek 
project  to  the  Krennllng  Resource  Hsnsgenent  Plsn.  (See  pagas  2- 
37.  3-92.  snd  4163,  respectively.  SDEIS).  Alao  see  Section  1.9 
FElS. 


26*16  ^'^"^  quality  sanpllng  during  the  winter  aonths  by  the  USCS  was 
Infrequent:  however,  the  data  available  Indicate  very  llttla 
change  In  water  quality  paranaters  during  the  winter  period,  as 
would  be  expected.  All  water  quality  data  available  for  tha  study 
period  were  u^ed  In  the  analyala.  The  water  quality  sections  have 
been  expanded  In  the  SDEIS.   (See  Sections  4  3.3  5  end  4.4,3.5). 

26*17  ^°^  alther  proposed  reservoir,  the  streaa  would  be  diverted  around 
or   through  tha  conatructlon  site,   but  dlveralona  for  atoraga. 
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26-18 
26-19 

26-20 

26-21 
26-22 


117)  (3UM)  axjKTT  a>ta!oiaff5n  s^jtvcrr  wt  to 
Roc*  Cr-«  project.,      lir  urviT^t^ndin*   te   that   Omj  mmr  h«»-»  d«cldKl   th«t 
tJw  rt«Wr  Cpee*  proJ«wt   li  pr»rerr«d. 

m  TXi  wrar  aim  Rrvw  oiyniicr  13  i/iLDtw  a  pwubct  «  txivs  to  big 

for  u»«t  elop*  u»ert.  If  (Jw  proj«:t  yl*ld  to  th«  *.T«t  slo^  u»er«  It 
lOX.  Ui*«  ».t»y  not  build  «  pToj-ct  t>(»t  is  9^  iB«ll«r  th«n  profv>Mid? 
After  ell.  It  1*  uid  that  the  ftltlcatlon  Bhould  b*  v»«d  to  benefit  u««t 
•  lop*  ««t«r  i»«rm. 

If  1  TTB  ODUItADO  UVn  U  D*  TOVD  4  SOKIC*  DWOnOTT  wd  Ku  not  yvt 
been  stuHM.  T>»e  rotwitlel  d<>-«ieutlon  of  th«  CoLonMlo  •«  wild  fc 
•cmlc  aar  Kave  e  -tr»«t  Ij^wct  on  Oils  river.  Such  •  detrlrmtal 
project  s/tnad  not  be  ailoMed  i^tU  k  coaplet*  itulr  wi  anaJr«i*  i* 
CQVl'ted. 

|20t  r\£M  LfVBJ  Ate  TIB  'TOTRIBCB*  FfCKm  9CUU)  K  DdXTO)  In  any 
analTvls  of  rls-er  raftlna.  The  ulld«mn«/wttit«v«(«r  experimce  ehould 
not  ba  overlookad  but   included  In  the  final   EIS. 


121)    nit    p«>nRTAfci   or    "vmR 
overiooktKl     **en     analrzlnt     rlv»r 
ffrt^ina  nu«er  of  prl^vtc  boatcn 
of  Ihm  Colorwlo  Rlv«r. 


aORK~  CAM>0«  RAFTTNO  ehould  not 
rafiloc  on  the  Coiorwki  River. 
•re  utlllxinc  this   inportant  viid  aj 


The  Color«do  Rlv»r  Ojtfltten  Association  and  the  Colorado  River 
Oitflttere  thank  trw  for  requirinc  the  ebove  Informtlon  be  Included  In 
the  final  EIS.  The  DEIS  is  Incoaplete  uiLhout  this  Important  data  anl  a 
factual  decision  cannot  be  SMrte  -Ithout  it.  If  xtfn  should  have  anr 
(lueettona  please  feel  free  to  contact  ae  •»  (303)949-4465.  We.  river 
outfitter*  srv  sore  than  ulUin*  to  help  the  appUont  coeipile  data 
relating  to  the  river   ir^xmtrr. 

Sincerely. 


IMU4.K_.iU- 


Debbie  k.   rkn^uax 

Secre  tarr/Treasure  r 

Colorado  River  Outfitter*  Aasociatio 

and  Co-Oi-ner/ Opera  tor 

Raft«aiBter 

P.O.   BoT  laos 

Vail,    Colorwlo     81658 

cc:   Ail  Colorado  River  Outflttera 
CnOA  Board  of  Dlr«ctors 
Colorado  River  Wet.«r  Conscnatlo 


-■^ 


26-18  T*<*  atataaanc  ratacanca^  h<a  baan  4alacad  froa  tha  SDII]. 

26*19  ^*  P'afarrad  alornatloa  proTtdai  for  caniltlarably  Bora  raiarva 
for  u,,t  Slept  uaa  than  originally  propoiad  Saa  a>pand«d  purpoaa 
and  naad  dlieuaalon  In  SOtlS  for  clarification  of  chata  Isauaa 
(Sacclon  1.2  SOeiS). 

26*20  ^•^   Raaponaa  Co  Co«Banc  24<) 


26*21  Slnea  lapacci  Co  chta  aaecor  vara  n«c  algnlfleant,  Chora  would  ba 
no  changa  In  cha  aaparlanca  faccor  (Saa  Sacclon  4.3.12.1  SDCIS). 


26-22  sa 


anta   2(-]l   and  ]-2«. 


Comment  Letter  27 


Response 


27-1 


27-2 


Mf    Jerry  E    Schmidt 
Foreil  Superviior 
Route  NsiionsI  Foreit 
295IT  Weit  US   40.  S«i(e  :0 
Steamboat  Sprin|i.  CO  I04|7 

Dear  Mr.  Sctimidl: 

Uoon  review  of  the  Reck  Creek  •  Muddy  Creek  DEIS.  I  •outd  hie  lo  offer  ihc 
rollowinf  commenti  for  the  record. 

The  Dropoted  action  would  ha^e  reiuDi  m  a  ii|niftcant  impact  on  ihe  Rock  Ctcek 
dramaic     The  fiihcry  jnd  wildlife  reiourccf  will  be  advertcly  arfeeicd  boond 


■  benefiii  for  Grand  rouniy  i 


I  The  OCIS  did  not  addreii  river  runnini  on  the  Colorado  River     The  propoied 
iciiani  will  drtpiace  ihc  entire  lAduiiry  of  lome  JJ.OOO  recreation  dayi  annuall< 
ihii  lection  of  the  Colorado 


In  I9IT.  36.000  mdi^duih 
Colorado  The  avenie  pn 
SI60  00  wKh  a  rccreaiioni' 


niovfd  a  river  trip  i 
It  S40  00  per  6i\ 
tulnphcr     Thii  bcc< 


r  Colorado  below  Kr 
dollan  etpand  ro  o 


iTh<  DEIS  do«(  not  connder  i 
and  Blue  n^eri  It  ii  .mDoru 
■  nalyicd  before  contiruciion 

WcKcrn  River  Guides  Aitocil 
quality,  ruher.ei.  wildiire.  if 
militated 


cumulative  cffccia  of  ihetc  pro|Ccii  on  the  Tiaic 
ifiat  the  reiulii  of  all  propoicd  obrcd**'*  >'e 
further  plan* 

I  lupport  no  alternaiive  unnl  the  iiiuci  of  ^aicr 
river  running  can  be  iddteiici  and  be  fully 


CsOcun/e  D.iccio* 


27.1  Saa  Raaponaa  Co  CoaMnca  J-2»  and  JS-21. 


27-2  Tfia  propoaad  raaarvolr  will  not  lapaet  tha  Fraaar  Rlvar  baaln. 
Pocandal  lapacca  on  cho  duo  Plvar  baaln  ara  diacuiaad  for 
approprlaca  diaclpllnaa  (Saa,  for  aaaapla.  Sacctono  4.].}.li  and 
4  <.  ]  4  SDCIS)  rocanclal  cuaulactvo  lapacca  art  dtacutaad  In 
Sacclon  4.]  SDCIS. 
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28-1 


THE  COLORADO  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  SOCIETY 


160$  S.  npf« 
Hjnlro**.   CO 

SI«OI 


Gary  Cargill.  Regional   For«sttr 
Rocky  Hount«ln  Region 
USOA  Forest  ServlCt 
11177  'J.  Sth  Avs. 
L«K»woo4,   CO     M22S 


Ot«r  Nr.  C«r9lll 

Af  «  Bmnwr  of  tA«  Colorado  Archaeological  Soctttr  KaS)  I  •«  deeply 
concerned  «bout  the  detnwtntil  effectj  the  constnictlon  of  the  Rock  Creek 
or  f*iddy  Creek  reservotrj  t#ould  ha»«  on  cultural  re«oorc«s.  In  oartlcular.  the 
detrtoiental  effects  on  the  Rock  Creek  Stage  Stoo.  Sites  that  navt   been  placed 
on  the  national  Register  of  Historic  Places,  such  as  the  stage  stop.  ria»e 
special  significance.  Ttieie  places  represent  the  best  of  wn«t  Is  left  of  our 
past.  Protecting  and  saving  these  places  should  receive  too  priority. 

Relocating  the  stage  stop  would  take  tt  out  of  content,  what  happ!ned  at 
the  stage  stop  and  Its  geographic  location  are  inseparable  fro**  the  building. 
The  conclusion  dr»»fn  In  Section  4.3. 13.1,  paragraph  3  of  the  draft  EIS  Is  not 
consistent  with  preservation  practices.  It  Is  inconsistent  to  urge  citliens 
to  noxilnate  sites  for  tre  national  fleglster  then  turn  right  arounJ  and 
•Iter  or  destroy  the«.   Granting  the  Special  Use  Penult  for  the  construction 
of  the  Rock  Creek  reservoir  wouK  set  i  dangerous  precedent  In  regards  to  the 
status  of  othfir  National  Register  sites  that  could  t>«  impacted  by  future 
construction  sites.  I  support  the  no  action  alternate  set  forth  in  the  draft 
EIS  for  the  Rock  Creek/Hjddy  Creek  Reservoir. 


Sincerely. 

Stll  Harris.  Presldent-Elect 


Response 


28*1 


V«  itppreclac*  your  coaaenc,  pleaie  ■••  Reapo 
•n4  3-37. 


IS*  Co  Coweencs  3 '36 


Comment  Letter    29 


Response 


am 

KREMMLINC   AREA  DEVELOPMENT   ASSOCIATION 

P.O, 

BOX   A7\ 

KREMMLINC.   COLORADO      90459 

Occobar   It.    1917 

Jarry  Sch«ldt,    faraac  Sarwtca 

taucc   Ha 

lenaL    Faraac 

;«I7   tfa 

C    US.     fcO.    Sutc.    10 

Staaabaac   Sptlnfi.    CO    10487 

S-bJa;t 

tack   Cv*«ak/>ttMldv   Cr 
PraCc   CIS 

a.k   Da. 

Canclaaan 

•n»a 

KraiwLlnil   Araa   Daval 

opaant   Aaaaclaclen 

(KAOA)     ta    eoncar 

nad    with    tSo 

•alactlo 

1   of    cha    ?ock   Craah    ■ 

Ita   swar    Cha   Huddy 

Craak    lit*    for    a 

'atar    ■Cora^o 

raaarvol 

r.      Ua  ballava    cha   •• 

lacctan  af    tha  Rack  Craak   alca  vlll 

not   provtda    a 

po.lclva 

acon««lc   banaftt    fat 

waacarn  Crand   Cati 

nty        Hewavor.     Cha 

pace   9f 

ha   Windy   Cap    pr«)aec 

fallf    lubatancta 

lly    on    Crand    Coun 

ty.     and    chla 

pr«tw«ad 

prajacc    la    parctaL   a 

tttsacton    far    tha 

Ulndv    Cap    ptojaec 

Thafafora. 

U    taa-a 

approprlaca    tha   pro] 

act    ba    Ueatad    auc 

h    chat    any    pecane 

lal    banafica 

•(    tha  p 

a).«  can   fall    c.  Cr 

and   Cawney 

In 

sue  aplntan.    tha    (all 

awtnf  ara   all    raaa 

•n%   vhy    cha    piapoa 

■hNid  b 

■    lacacad    In   waacarn 

Crand   County 

1) 

If    cha   Rock   Craah    ■[ 

ca    ti   canaeructa« 

.     Cha  aajorlty    of 

po.iel-ra 

acanoalc   banaftt    (ca 

nacructton.    racraa 

eton,    tourlaal    (■ 

ttkaly    CO 

go    ca    aoucc    CatinCT 

I(    tha    Nuddv    C 

aak    Ilea     la    aalac 

cad    chaaa 

banaftta   «ILL    (all    a 

Iwac   ancltaly    ca 

Crand  Count7 

31 

A  aajar   purpaia    af    t 

a    (uKllt    an  ablt 

g.Clon    of 

Cha   UliJ,    Cap   piajae 

c    ta    raplaca    vaCar    *akan    froa   Crati 

d  C^^ner: 

Chacafora    tt    aaaaa 

agical    thac  wacar 

■taraga    ah«wld   ba 

loeatad    In 

Grand  Cauncy. 

)> 

Tha   Cara   Canyon    raft 

ln«  bwalnaaa  »lll 

bacaaa    an    Incraa 

tniily    !•• 

portanC   acanaalc    (ac 

ear    ca   Crand    Coun 

f    and    tn    tha   pa»c 

yaar    KaPA 

haa    baan   w«fktn$    to 

(nrraaaa    Kraaallng    ■    IneoM    (ro«    th 

■    toutca 

Craak.    avan    tha 

ah    ••all.    can    ha 

p    auppafC 

rlvar    (lova    thraugh 

cha    eanvan   •thlla 

Kock    Craak    calaa 

•a    won    e . 

Tha   Praft    etj  davn^ 

■dat    Chla    pacanct 

I    banaftt    dua    ca    a 

nttclpaead 

l*pacC    Pt    cha    Tva 

rarka    and   achar    p 

rojacca    on    Color 

ado    llvar 

fla«a         H«.«a«ar.     K\ 

a    Iva    r.rka    pro) 

.et    cannot    yat    ba 

cakan    (ar 

grancad    and    thatafa 

b.    atnvln,    to   ..Int. in    ..              1 

wch   (l*w  aa  p«aa(b 

•   Cttraw«h   cha   canyon. 
•1- 
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29-1 


4)     T>i*r*    (■    •   cM>.t«-«ltf* 
Crenrf  C««jnc*   flahin|   •■    < 
*eli    Bhwuld   prevldw    flihlMg   •yyercunli 
l«»r*v«    Che    rt«h«r7  r*«UCT  ef    tKe   aci 

•«(ly   •■lie         Th«a*    f««cur«a   will   W    ■■••(■    c«    tha    flthcrv    •fferc 
t*«k  Cr«*k   (.<lllC7  wmU  h«*«  •  MC  M(eci«e    layect    en 


■  Ic  »«••  TKe  NuMt  Cr 
!••  within  cha  rai 
•a«  fr«low   that    de< 


fliherle 


S)      T>>e 
rica 


r   vr*J*«e    aaUcCa^   will    ganecate   «tracc    acefMsU   frane- 

«C  «Uh  cMatructlen        »uc    Indirect  ^neflca  be|lnntng 
will   alae   raavlc    •    aeac   t»Mlfl«allr   cha  0*>vT^r    laaia 
•^m    t«i«ar«c*   ftm4*    fer  -atar    aufvlv    faeltlctea    In 
•'«    •'    Cran*    Ceuncy).       Tl^a    Reck    Craah 
lta4  by   af*»lr*««encal    ceneama.    a^aclf- 
n»a   Hw«dy   Creak   prejact    ih«uld   ba 
ca*varacivaly    ra»l«.    erdattv    precaaa 
M    Ce   the   rreaar  preblaae  cen   caka   pUca 
•t   Nu4tfy   Creak.     pce*l«ln(   yec    enethar 


aftreevenc    Chec 
the   rreaar  lealn   Ulae 
prejacc    la    llkelr   ce  b« 
teelly    Che    Ivpact   an    ftihatl 
akla   ce  ae^e    rer-er4    In 
TfMrafera    tc    lataa    aeluc 
aeen«r   «lch    che    falaeclt 
bettefle    ce   Grand   Ceuncy. 


««lr  viu  •«• 

Nu4«y  Craak  a 
»leca4  piejac 
Che  dlracc   ac< 


Che  'Ltcde*  Nudtfy  Creek  reaer 
er  Velterd  reaervetr.  Thac  ■• 
aly  ne  guerencae  che  Ualfard  Ra 
ra    funda    ee«slccad    te    build    al 


ef 


(er 


Apeerandy.    ena    of    thaaa    raaar-'elri    vtll    be    bullc.       U«    fa 
lie    beiMflci    ce   Grand   Ceunr?   t>(    che   r(u<14v   Craak    atca    theuld 

advancage   ef.    and   nec   puc   ealde   ealtlng    fee    e    peaatble    projecc    ae    aei 

nlta    else    In  cha    fucura. 

en   ef    the   Ftuddy   Craak  AUarn 
elcerneeee.    ecc. 


Mnc  Aaaeclaclon  acrengly    aupper 
d  wtcheuc    lurcher   delay    ce    acui 


CL-Zf^.f- 


ard  «(  Dtraeceri 


fcawai 

Car*  Buagarner 
Den  He    Libera 
Ullllaa   H      HlLtl. 
Jerry  Carp«ncer 


T^te) 


elt 


Response 


29*1     l^*"!*   y**"   for   your   coBBenc.      Ic   wai   coniidarac    In   th«   s«l«cclon  of 
cha   praf«rr«d  dltamaclv*. 


Comment  Letter  30 


30-1 


NATURAL  ENERGY  RESOURCES  COMPANY 


Mr.  Carry  C.  Schaldc 
Poreac  Suparvlaor 
Route  National  Po 
26)97  Meat  U.  3. 
StaaalMtat  Sprln^a 


at 


January  10.  19«8 


Subject: 


••nta  On  Rock  Craek  Rasarvolr  Draft 
tronaantal  lapaec  Stacaaant  (DCISI 


nt.  3ch«lde; 
U.  3.  Poreic 


vlca 


rinal  CIS  ahould  dany  conitrueelon  of  Cha 
propoeed  flock  Creak  Rasarvolc  baeauaa  thara  aca  eiora  afflctanc  and 
leaa  daaaqtnq  alternatives  that  '••ve  not  bean  consider-i  in  the  0EI3 
and  the  flatro  Denver  Mater  Supply  Syace*  "Ida  Anatyals. 


trlbutar tea 
itrd  of  Chair 
I  to  Colorado' 
proieeca  ( l .e 
h"ent.   v 
wateri. 
Upper 


The   Upper   Colorado   Rivet 
already  losing  about  a  t 
aiqhceen  dlvaraton  pro)ect 
on*  of  the  aany  additional 
the  Denver  weter  establt 
»»»•     Upper  Colorado  head  < 
Inetudinq  Colorado's  wetce 
and  ignored  In  Denver's  Sysc 
aeveral   aarllar   Rureau  of   Reel 
■ajor   quantities   of   surplua   Cu* 
Denver's  fliaclon  on  cha  Upper  C< 
other   reasonable   water   aources. 
procedurea   as   defined   by   crte  Mi 
(MtPA).    It  ts  apparent  the  CIS  p< 
Denver's  wacar  rt-^rtc  accuauiac  lo.i  i 


bove  G ten wood  Sprlnqs  era 
historic  natural  flow  via 
Case  Slope.  Rock  Creek  ls 
Two  Porks  Oaa)  proposed  by 


will   further  deplete  these 

nwhlla,  several  alternacivas 

»i son  las  in  reaain  untouched 

Ide  AnalysiB.   This  Is  In  soica  of 

■acion   studies.   which   Idencifled 

nXMon      wacar   (or   Cast   Slope   use. 

loredo  rivers,  to  the  exclusion  of 

is   a   qrosa   violation   of   EIS 

nal   Cnvlronaental   Policy   Act 

SB  ta  beinq  co*proaiised  to  fit 

the  laac  50  yeara. 


Aqaney 


tea  already 
inadequate 
ippltea  to  tl 


elected  the 

insidaratlon 

Rock  Creek 


The   CnvlronBantal   Procec^lc 

Porha   oeiS.    larqaly   bee 

alternacives.    This  saae  deficten 

Moae  St  eke  It  CI  3  efforts.    leca*. 

qrowch  proiectlons.   the  Rock  Creak  project  vould  not  be  required 

until   the   tlBa  fraaaa  projected  (or  several  onqolnq  alternatives 

which  have  r^ever  been   Included  in  Denver' s  SyeCea  utde  Analysis. 

These   alternatives   Include   the   eajor   htqh   altitude   Union   Perk 

Reservoir  froa  cha  Cunnnon,  the  Colleqiats  Ranqe  collection  project 

froa  the  Cunnisen.  Thornton's  Clty-Para  Rroject.  Aurora  s  recent  M^f 


wate 


pur 


ck  Pr 


t  1  ve 


ject 


uqaenc 
leal  drouqh 
efficiency  of  Denver's  aitstlnq  resar 
further  depiata  the  upper  Colorado. 


a  Cu 


capes 


The 


nd  So 


while  inc 
reduCinq 


r  a  •«  1«T    ^.k^  ija«  c 


astn.  lira  asi  m 


Response 


30*1  ^*  discussion  of  che  purpose  and  need  for  tha  propoaed  project 
haa  bean  expanded  tn  cha  SDCIS  <See  Section  12).  Tha  projects 
referenced  In  this  co««enc  era  not  viable  near-cans  altarnaclvas 
to  aaac  the  short  tara  need  In  Cha  ■Id-I990'a  (Saa  Section 
1.2.3.2)  nor  would  chay  aasc  Cha  applicant*!  purpoaa  for  Cha 
proposed  project  (Saa  Section  L.2.2). 
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Response 


th*  rl««r  •nvlron»«nta  of  th«  Upp«r  Colorado  crlbucarl**  h«v« 
•Irasdy  b««n  ••««r*ly  cospcoalaad  with  th«  •listing  E»»t  Slops 
41««calona.  It  Ratro  Danvar  la  allowad  to  eonclnua  thalr  plannad 
yaaea*aal  wacar  dlvaralona.  thla  baaln'a  anvironaant  and  racraatlon 
acon«*r  Mill  aoofi  ba  In  aarloua  jaopardy. 

Whan  tha  appotnCad  aasbaca  of  tha  Colorado  Klvar  Matar  Conaarvatton 
Dlatrlet  accapcad  Cha  hlatorle  Oaea»bar  19B6  propoaal  «(  tha  Oanvac 
Ha  tar  DapartMont.  It  la  obvloua  thay  did  ao  vltnout  •  euoulativa 
anvlron»antal  aaaaaaaant  of  tha  m»nY  additional  dlvaralona  plannad 
by  Danvar  Ccoa  tha  Uppar  Colorado.  Thla  aqraasant  haa  Initially 
radoead  tha  Haat  Slopa'a  orqanlaad  raalatanea  to  Two  ferka.  It  alao 
pcovldaa  (or  tfv  waat  Slopa  raaarvolra  to  b«  laaaod  to  Oanvac. 
Althouqh  thla  arranqaaant  oay  ba  ^ood  aconoalca  (or  tha  Klv«r 
DlatrlcC  and  4  t**f  ralatad  land  and  watar  rl9ht  o«nara*  It  will  ba 
vary  dasaqlnq  to  tha  lonq  tars  Intaraata  of  tha  baain.  Tha  paopla 
eC  tha  Haat  Slopa  will  navar  undaratand  tha  conaaquoneaa  of  thalr 
Rlvar  Diatrlct'a  daelalon  unlaaa  tha  baale  laauaa  «r«  fairly 
addraaaad  In  tha  anvlronsantal  atudiaa. 

I  To  aaaura  a  valid  tocK  Craak  etS>  wa  Jtronqly  raeo«sand  a 
Suppl aoan tal  Draft  whara  tha  public  can  claarly  eoapara  tha 
raaaonabla  altarnatlvaa  wlch  tha  cuoulatWa  anvlronoantal  lapacta  of 
Oonvar'a  plannad  dlvaralona  froa  tha  Uppar  Colorado  iaaln. 


a^^'^.U:^ 
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31-1 


31*2 


The  Quahada  Chapter 

Colorado  Archaeological  Society 
Grand  Junction,  Colorado 


Jerry  E.  Sehaldt.  Foraat  Suparvtaot  ' '*  I>J7 

Foutt  National  Foraat 

29587  w.  U.S.  40--$uiCa  20 

Staaaiboat   Sprlnqs,    CO    80487  l 

Hovoabar  3,  19I7 

Dear  Sir. 

Tha  Cuahada  Chaptar  of  tha  Colorado  Archaeolo<}lcal  Society 
haa  racetvad  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Hock  Cr«ek/Muddy 
Creek  fteaavolr  Draft  EIS—spocl  f  leal  ly  paqet  2-38,  3-101, 
3-102.  4-71.  4-72,  4-130,  4-13 1,  S-l8--and  wa  racomcnd  tha 
no-actlon  alternative. 


Sit 


Id  naqatlvaly  lapact 

HlBtorlc   Ptacei)   ■Lta--the 

:aa«  Station  waa  placed  on 

prahiatorlc  91  tea  ara  con- 

ly  If  they  contain  ouCstand- 

That   ►ho   Rock 


The  propotad  Hock  Creek  Raaevolr 
a   N.R.H.P.   (National   Register  o 
Hock   Creek   Staqa  Statfon.    Tha 
tha  raqlater  In  1982.    Hlatorle 
aldercd  allqlble  tor  tha  N.R.H.P. 
Inq   fclanttflc   tnd/o 
Creek  Staqe  station  I 
of  Iti  importance. 

tight  of  thla,  the  nltlqatlon  propoaal  on  paqea  4-Ti  and 
72,  paragraph  4.3. 1). l  la  grosaly  Inadequaea.  The  optlona 
outlined  In  the  Draft  EIS  acei  moving  the  atage  station  to 
a  new  location  and  Inventorying  the  alte,  demollaning  the 
stage  station,  or  recording  tha  stage  station  and  then  flooding 
It.  Any  archaaologlaal  alte,  whether  historic  or  prehlatorlc, 
suffers  J  drastic  tnforr.Ktlono  I  Issi  vhon  rctrovcd  fro*?  .t: 
context.  Hoving  the  stage  atatlon  without  consideration  of 
Ita  surroundlnga  would  daatroy  Ita  scientific  and  historic 
value  as  coapietely  as  tha  naaauces  described  In  the  latter 
two  optlona.  Ho  plans  for  excavation  of  tha  site,  sxcavatlon 
of  any  potential  outbuilding  sites,  aoll  sampling,  or  palynalysls 
are  offered  tn  the  Draft  EIS. 

The  proposed  Huddy  Creek  Ha sa voir  Site  would  negatively  Impact 
tha  eleven  Lneomptately  evaluated  sites  for  N.R.H.P.  eligibility 
that  ware  Mentioned  on  pages  4-131  and  4-132.  paragraph  4.- 
4.13.1..  rurthacmora.  as  mentioned  on  page  4-132,  tha  likelihood 
of  more  sites  being  Identified  and  Impacttd  Is  Inevitable 
when  a  coaplata  cultural  rasourra  Inventory  Is  conducted. 
If  any  of  the  sites  are  deemed  vUgible  for  tha  N.R.H.P.. 
the  proposed  attlqatlon  on  page  S-L8.  paragraph  S.3.S.  '...miti- 
gation maaaurea  (on  Hurirty  Craekl  would  ba  tha  saaw  aa  dlscuased 


Response 


31-1  «•  .pprteUM  jour  coaaanc,  pUaia  laa  laiponaa  to  CoaMnta  3-1* 
and  1  17. 


31'2  *•  dlicuaaad  In  Raaponia  Co  Coasanc  3-16.  tha  aitliicton  propoiad 
In  cha  DflS  li  janarally  conaldarod  aufdclant  by  cha  SHTO. 
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Comment  Letter  31 


Response 


The  Quahada  Chapter 

Colorado  Archaeolo^cal  Society 
Grand  Junction,  Colorado 


foe  th*   Rock   Cr«*k  Mtarnatlv*.' 
(or  vty  oC  th«  Muddy  Cr*«R  Slt«>. 


•qually   tnad«quat« 


Oat  ehaptar  works  hard  to  raeord,  ascavac*.  analjria.  and  praaarva 
hiatorlc  and  prahLatorle  altaa  on  public  landa.  Ma  atronqly 
dtaapprova  of  any  lnad»qu«ta  aaaauraa  to  altl^ata  or  pravanc 
aita  lapact/daatructton.  In  llqht  of  tho  propoaad  Bitlqacion 
In  tha  Draft  CIS,  wa  faai  tha  no-act  ion  altacnatlva  vould 
b«at  praaarva  tha  aclantlCle  and  htatorte  atqnltleanea  oC 
tha  altaa  in  tha  Rock  Craak/ttuddy  Cr*«k  araaa. 

Slncaraly, 

Rob«rt  Rutchlna.  Praaldant 

Tha  Ouahada  Chaptar 

Colorado  Jirchaaoloqlcal  Soclaty 

P.O.  Bo«  )«< 

Grand  Junction,    CO  eiSOl 


ATTORNEYS  &  INDIVIDUALS 
Comment  Letter  32 


Response 


6ii'?8   South   Acoma  Street 
Littleton.    Colorado   60120 
Octobar  21,    1987 


Jtrry   E.    Scheldt,    Poraat  Supervisor 
Routt  National   Poreat 
29587  Wett   U.    S.    Uo   -   Suite   20 
Staafflboat  Sprlnc*.    CO  6OU87 

Daar  Mr.    Schaldti 

Rei      Roctt   Creeli   Reservoir 

CXjrLn^  several  weekends    In  June.    July.    Au^st  and 
September   of   this   year   I   made    contact  with  several  doten 
people  who  «er«   at   Rock   Creek. 


More        _ 
other   than  Co 


than    50%  of   the   people    interviewed  ware    froa  States 
Colorado,    Includlnii  North    Carolina.    KentucKy.    Ohio, 


States   coming  w.«...,    _.   .....  .. 

nearer  States    cominf  aore   often. 

At    least  B0%  of    the   people    to  whoa   I    spoke   at   Rock    Creek 
who   are    residents    of    the   State   of  Colorado   »r«    ra^Iar 
visitors,    the   preponderance   nakln^i   at   leaat   2    trips    a  year   to 
the   area  and  sons  maklnc  several. 

These   visitation   patterns  have  persisted  with  nost  of 
the   people    for   at    least    5    to    10  years    and    for  as    lone  as   25 
yeara    or  more    In   nora    than   one   instance. 

The   Rock   Creek   visitors  "hoa   I    Interviewed   ranged    In  age 
froa  6    to  flO»    years.      A    ft*   of    the  youngsters   were    third- 
generation    visitors.      Ti*    time   spent   at   Rock    Creek   varied 
froa  a   few  hours    to  several  days- 

c  When   asked    If   they  would   visit   the   Rock  Creek   area   If  a 

reservoir  were   built    there,    alaost    to   a   r*"0"    ^f**   reply   wn 
'no*.      Several    Intervlewaes    froa  out    "f   S»ate    volunteered 
that    there  war*    reservoirs    offering   flshl.ig    In   their  own 
States,    but  no      tr-ama    or   very    few.    ^o   a   reservoir   In   Calorado 
would   not   be   an   attraction    tor    th-i".      Sows   hunters   said    that 
they   would    continue    to   visit   only    it    the  numbers    and   movement 
patterns    of   the   big   game   animals   were   unchanged    by    the 
construction   of   a   reservoir- 
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Comment  Letter  32 


Response 


_-    ^     I  At  th«  public  ■••ttm  at  D«iv«r'«  Bstanlo  Oarlcn*  on 

9Z*  1      |Octob»r  6,    1987.   aoBa  itatcMnt*  w«r«  Bad*  nganlInK  Hoek 
iCraak  upon  which   I  wish   to  coaMont. 

1*      It  la   Inaecaaalbla. 

fro»  2  eilta   off  Highway    IJIt.    a  pavtd.    «ll-wsather. 
ragularly   aalntalntil  road,    It  la   only  a  ml  It   or  lo 
via  a  graval   road    to  Rock  Craak.      Tha  graval  road 
actually   runa  alonfaldt   Rock  Craak   for  aoaa  dlatanca, 
and   In  a   few  placei   It  la   avan  posalbla   for  a 
flahaman   to  caat  hli   lint   out  of  hit   vthlclt 
window  wtra  ht  to   Inclined.      Slnct   the  Dlvlalon  of 
Wildlife   of  the  Colorado   Department  of  Natural 
Resourcet   aonetlaea  ttockj    Rock  Creek  with   rainbow 
trout,    the  drlvera    of   their   fleh  delivery    truckt 
can  atttat  to   tha  eaae  of  acceatlblllty . 

2.      It  can  tupport  only  8   or  10  flshtman  a  day. 

Although    there   are  dayi  when   flthlng  preaaure   la 
relaxed,    a  glance  around   one't   Innedlate  area  will 
often  reveal  nore   than  8   or  10   flthermen   trying 
their  luck.      Additional  flsharnen  Bay  be   out  of 
tight  enjoying  other  parta   of  the  aeanderlng  atreaa 
and  Ita    trlbutarlea. 

J.      It  la   Ilka  a  nice   little  private  fishing  club. 

For  peoole   lacking   the  financial   resourcea  and/or 
the  desire   to  buy   a  membership  In  a  private   fishing 
club   or  to  pay   to  hunt  on  private   land.    Rock   Creek 
and   Ita    trlbutarlea   are  an   Irreplaceable  substitute. 
An  Important  point    to  consider  too  with   reference 
to  usage   figures   on  Rock  Creek,    If  one   Judges    them 
low.    Is    the  natural  and  weii-icnown   reluctance   of 
fishermen   and  hunters  world-wide   to   reveal   to 
anyone  else   the   names   or   locations   of  productlvt 
itreama   or  game  habitats  which   they  have  dlaoovered. 

k.      It  Is   a    'brookle*    streaB  only  and   lacking  In  quality 
flahlng.  ' 

Apart  from  tha  many   frisky,      good-sized  brook   trout 
and  stocked  rainbow   trout  found   in   Rock  Creek, 
Jolly  Creek,    Shoe   and  stocking  Creek,   and  Horse 
Creek,    there   Is   a  substantial  population  of   large 
brown   trout,    some   over  12    Inches   In   length.      Of 
course,    It  may    take  some   time  and  effort   to 
discover  where  and  how   to   catch   theoi      that   Is    one 
thing  which  draws   people   to   the  Rock  Creek  area 
again  and  again,  year  after  year. 


32*1    Thank    you    for   your   coaaenta.      They   vera    considered    in    the 
aalectlon  of  the  preferred  alcemadea. 


Comment  Letter  32 


Response 


10-21-87 


3.      (Vners    of   land   along  Egorla   Creek,    the   proposed    mitigation 
olte   for  Rock   Creek,    are  willing   to  sell    their   land,    and 
Egerla  Creek   Is   In  need  of  considerable   Improvement. 

t   do  not   think    that  It   la    the  mandate   of   the  United 
Statea   Forest  Service   to  buy  private   land    from 
owners  who  are   eager  to  sell  but   find  buyers   non- 
existent or  In  very  short  supply.      Nor  do   I   believe 
that   It    La    the   charge   of    the   USFS    to   Involv"    Itself 
In   local   economic  problems.      Also,    the   poor 
condition  of  Egerla   Creek  and   the    land   surrounding 
It  are   the   result   of  misuse  by   the  owners.      Since 
they  derived   economic  and   other  benefits    from   their 
ownership,    I    feel   It   Is    their   responsibility.    If 
not  duty,    to   rectify   the  damage. 

Managing   the  National   Forests    for  the   benefit   of   all    the 
people   of    thlB    country,    both  now  and   In    the   future,    has    to   be 
the   USFS*    prime   focus.      Any   change   of  a   permanent  nature    to 
any  National   Forest,    therefore,    must  be  weighed  extremely 
carefully.      Should  any  such  change  prove  short-sighted, 
returning   the    land    to   Its   original,    or  nearly   original,    state 
could   prove   impossible  physically   and/or  prohibitively   costly. 

Sometime  somewhere  someone  must  decide  how  many   streams 
will   be   flooded   and  how  many  valleys   will   be    inundated   by 
reservoirs.      If    the  decision   Is   not   all    of    them,    I   would   urge 
consideration   of   the  quality    of  recreational   experience 
offered. , .not   Just  numbers    of  users,    numbers    of   fish    caught, 
numbers   of  big  game   anlmala   harvested,   numbers   of  dollars 
spent  In  an  area. 

1  It    Is   my   opinio*   that  any  such  study   of   Rock   Creek   and 

Its    tributaries   and    the   terrain  surrounding   them  would   show 
they  will   beat  serve   this   and   future  generatlona   If   they   are 
left  as    they  are. 


Respectfully  yours. 


Ruth  Btclclty 


32*2    Tb'nk  you   for  your  eo^sont.      It  was  considered   In  tho   lelecclon  of 
cho  pr«farr«d  slcamsclvo. 
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Comment  Letter  33 


•  (.»«  &»«  \.,w%  Sn 


c«t.  :i,  1*^7 


33*1 


Ir.  J.rrr 


tclial't 


r*T»»t  *u-vrvl»or 


r.   lehcUti 


?Ei     Roc)-  Cm</  •*■•-  Crt^ 


On  1««Un(«r  ?**,    I?*?  X   ^rt'.elrUI    Is  >   fleU    lowr  sf   the  Hoc*:  Cnt^/ 
r«Vy  rreef:  elue   ■ixmeorv'   *7   0»"  U-3.  TerMt  Serrtee  ii^    Um  Colen<!«  niT»r 
•*t*r  Cofw«i-wtl*n  district.     Cw  »f   'j-  «ub>«t«    ttMt  •■■  »A«r*-*m»f    «• 
"flllr^tlen-.      ir  r    rceer^*.;  Ir   to  t«   ^llt  m   -oe^  Cr»e*-,    the   nm-mtiow 
teliv;  'tieciei*'   le   r«-*e u ^1 1  ■  li-*^ t  of  e    tti-rvn  fUhorr  oM   •^tl'Mla  on  C-vrl/. 
Crre:.      I   mu  tora^y-   f'aV.r:^    to  »vr  ••ro,   eirweUUr   Vm  CoUre/o  Dinelon 
o'    fllMf*.   eUlr  tl»t  =:er1'    Srsft:    -.W  Mt  rrorl'o  kitur^etorr  •Itlcmtlon 
bK»w«*    U  eouli*   not  be    n-evL^Miih*^  ■«  m  cTectl**  «otli>iwit.      TSe  o:>ro9lu 
It    trr.».      1    •«r«T)t»r  «-  -•l'.    tJ.*.t  f-e-l   ;..fr  t^o   Lm  J^.-ti  Cr«i  «nlr««e    !« 
the  •re*    ^   tUH^   tw?rorU'   i    l-.rje  tiw*   9xUt*z\n  eUKT   of  •rUlo.-s,    i-l» 
•/.'oLil'»i:   -wetl'Vo-  tf.;    e.f^^— r*   Terr  Z^V   fUMr:-     Ilor*r<iU>    tMo    vlU 
"♦Itpel    *rjbts    the  forest  3*rvlee  »•:    iave  Kbnut  uel»\;  ^^erl*  Creek   Uf«*t  ee 
rlll^tlo^  for  the    r^mlttlrc  of   the  eonitpwtlon  of  «   reeer»llr  on  Reck  Cree"^. 
CertlUl;-  I  can  ur'ent^r-:   l>xt  Ummo  ii»o  v»r»  not  frntlUr  irtth  «rd  don't 
M»«   «*•  noaerr  of  ^corlr  Crot-:  •»;  fLid    n'.^on   tA  belter*    ihtt  ■t^iUnr's'* 
wrt  rHMns  ewiW    not  bo  n-eitiblUhrt  it  S^-rU  Cr«ek.   hot^rer.   tna  w^ 
01-1  pe^'n«l  'iiw-le'c*.  :^-li   *r-e:  .ouH  Por»   tmn  »«*t  ncvonAble  Bltlj%*.ion 
r^iulre-^ntJ. 


J»«  •    lone  tlf"  ?Trc.-rr  •■»   the  '  .r-.i 
IW'7  C-m:.   -or;-:  Cr**k  »r/  r^ir:-   tree 
•f  eonr^it-*  nn  the  'rift  e-i'lryre-v  1  1- 
TecvBt  'e*-*!?*  lisuo  »   i»errt*  f«' 


▼t  »-K  OM  lira  le  ffrllUr  vlth  the 
■r»e,   fleue    Lrctirfe    In   the   recorf 
ct  iVt^nent  mj   nquett    IMt    t^e 


o-itrjctlon  of  ■   r»s. 


I  »oe':  Crve' 


(•t,v^  /  /^3L-^ 


Response 


33*1   Thank  you  for  jrour  eo«»*nt 
th«  prafarrad  aLtomaclva. 


le  waa  cenatdarad  In  cha  aalacClon  of 


Comment  Latter  34 


34-1     I. 


To   Shorn  Tl  May  Coneami 

In  ravanla  to  tha  Drmft  >vlr«o*«nul  lapact  S*.«tea*nt  for  tha 
^oek  Creak/ftuddf  Creek  ^eaervoir  .lo-j't  and  Crind  Countlaa,  I  eould 
llho   to  addnaa   tha   following  evumr.:». 

r   aa  op^Md    to  tha   ^oek  Creak  ->eaervolT.     Tha   laaua   of  d*fndln< 
beautiful   flah  hatcharr   •lU   no  -JewOt    be   represented    by   Trout  Unllaitad 
and   Ilk*  concerned   partte*.      Above  and    be/ond    thlt   tsau*    I   ca  eoro 
concerned    about  a    loea   of    water  Flo*   'CrSJ    on    the    Upper   Colorado.       I 
have   been  nade   aware   that   Water  Calia  at   the   Shoahonee   Daa   sight  would 
t»  aupplananted   with   the   ^eck  Crtek   Keaervolr.      TMa   would   »<>an   lata 
eater  released    froa   th*  Colorado  and   Blue  tlvera  ypstrean   froa  ua.      Cur 
anttre   llvelyhood    la  depandent   upon   the   Rafting   Ifduatry.      If  any    le«a 
■atar  would   ha-e    been    nleased    this    paat    Suiwer  (1097)    w*    would    ha-e    nad 
to  ahut   <1own  ell    rvftln^i  and    flah  and    float   or*ratlona.       wt'.h   JJ.OOO 
paople   rvftln^  and  a   genervted   Ucoa*   of   10.8  aUlion  dollars   to  Crind. 
ea<l*  and   Btwtt  eountlea   throufh  tna   r«ftln«   Ir^uatrr.    thla  would   not 
bo   faaalbl*  to  anyone. 

Tha  middy  Creek  fteaarvotr  on   tha  other  rwrdwould   aer>a   aora 
pealtlra   purpoaaa.      It  would   open  up  a   now  rtcrvitlon   sUht.    clean  up 
tha   tarrlblt   tlU   that   no«a   Into   the  Colorado  at  Xrvuilln*  (thua 
■aklnji  a   better   flahary   In   the  Colorado  WWer)  and   woull   allow   for   ih* 
aaa*  water  releaaa   flowa  eoain<  do«n  our  rl»ar  for  the  ffaftlrwi   Irduarty. 
nuddy  Craak   lnauT«a  dolUra   to  all.     Koek  Craak  would  only   Lake   thaa 
•■ay. 

t   alto  feel   there  would   be   leaa   l*i[al   UtUatlon   to  conatruct 
middy  Creek   weraea   Rock   Creek.      L»fa   sperd   our   taa  dollara  on   poaltlr* 
laauaa   Inataad  of  eenatantly   fl|ht|n<  negative   onea. 


l^5/u_l-a^ 


rark  J.   larnhardt 
nncho  E>al   Die 


Response 


34*1  TTiank  you  for  your  coavanc.   tc  w«a  conaldorad  In  cho  aolaccLon  of 
tha  praforrad  aLcamaclvo. 
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Comment  Letter  35 


Response 


35-1 


35-2 


Jarry  E.  Seh»l4t  Neveakcr  }.  t«8T 

tout*  f<atl*H*l  r«r«it 

2f)«T  wait  U.S.  hO 

Swlt*  20 

»Ct«ak9ac  Iwrlnt*.     Colo.  S048T 

lei  Rech  Crook/Nuddy  Crack  lotor«olr  Draft  C.  1.  S. 

Deer  Sir. 

Pleaae  aeko  >»r  Ittltr  frocoatlnt  the  k«ll4lii|  of  tktao  ra*«r«elr» 

•  pert  ef  the  hoorlng  racor4. 

I  wii4*r)ca>i4  that  a  Naclonol  Ratlitor««   Rlatorlcol  Stt*  Ia  tho 
(ora  of  a  tta|«eoach  atao  vtll  ba  althar  4a«croTo4  •■tlraly  or 
••o«*4.   Tho  «a«lfi|  of  a  itafocoach  atof  woot4.  In  tact.  4*atroy 
It  aa  rho  location  l«  tha  aoat  tBsertaiit  fart  of  It'a  htatory.   I 
aeo*BTitlT  ^rotate  tha  ra«owal  or  doflcruccion  e(  mnj    ef  our 
h*rUa|a.  It  la  fion  r  a  navak  I  a  .   Tboro  «1LI  ko  Me  aero  ococoeooch 
atopa  kullt . . .avar  . 


It  to  lar  und«ritan4l(<t  that  Che 
racalva  to  rael'ca  that  vhlch  c 
It  fro-  tha  Haocoi 

haw*  baat  tel4  eha 


TOO  want  erand  Juncclofi  to 
wt  of  th*  Dtltoo  lt*«ar«*lr 
roriaatlen.   Whil*  t  ■«  notchor  a  watar  aofart 
on  atitlnt  -or*  lii(«r«*e  p**rl*  than  •Ti*lt,  1 

xora  aallno  than  thaaa  Alolna  watara  frea  Dillon  llaa*r*olr.    rroa 
what  I  ha«*  r*a4  In  eh«  local  rayar  th*  lait  f*«  y«ora  not  00I7 
our  local  farioar*.  kwt  Arliona.  California.  »n4    Maalco  all  hawo 
proklaat  with  a  a  I  I  o  1 1  «  tn  tha  Colorado  ltl«or.    rrankly,  It'a  a 
poor  trad*  for  ua.   On*  loat  ««*(tlon  co«*a  to  alne  1m  r«far4  to 
rrant  Ranga  wattr  ua*.  ind  that  ll  tha  coMBunltlo*  Chat  tclll  ar* 
unn«t*f*<l  at  far  at  watar  cent  umpt  Ion.    Pcrhapt  th*  Eaitarn  Slop* 
had  b«ctar  claan  up  all  thalr  loaka  bofor*  taking  -aor*  Uoatarn 
Slope  wator. 

Th*  ona  thing  (hat  w*  on  the  wottarn  ilda  of  th*  Centlnantal 
Olvtd*  haw*  COM*  to  taalls*  owor  tho  y*art  It  that.  If  Danv*r  had 
Itt  xaf,  cho  Colorado  Rlvar  wwld  flow  to  th*  aaac.    Parhapa 
thoa*  paopi*  kwllt  th*lr  city  on  th*  wron^  tld*  of  cho  hill. 

Tha^k  T0«. 

'  larkira  llo^^hih* 
P.  0.  »oa  403)] 
Crood  Junction,  Co.  11)04 


35*1  ^*  ■ppreelaCtt  your  ee«B«nt.   ri«ai«  %•%   Raepons*  to  Coasanta  }*3i 

end  307. 


35*2  See  Response  Co  CoaeenCi  11*4  and  14*3. 


Comment  Letter  36 


36-1 


Jla   Bluqervan 

PO    Box    399 

Catirqatown,    Co.       S04  44 


October   25.    1»87 

Kr.    Jerry   Schatdt,    roreat   Suparvlaor 
Rouct   Naclonel    roreat 
39587    W.     U.S.     40    -    Suite    20 
Stean&oat   Sprlnqa,    Co.       S0417 

R£:    Rocit   CraeJc/Muddy   Creak   Reservoir 

Dear  Kr.  Schaldt: 

I  favor  locating  the  proposed  reservoir  on  Muddy  Creek  for 
several  reasona.  The  Huddy  Creetc  site  la  far  less  damaoinq  to 
the  envlrof^ient.  I  have  fished  Rock  Creek,  and  to  lose  this 
resource  would  bo  traqic.  Cqeria  Creek  is  alao  not  adequate  as 
■iclqaeion  for  Rock  Creek. 


ar  Its  replaceiaent. 
f  a  daa  mey  provide 


Huddy  Creek  vlU  require  little  nltlqatlo 

In  fact.  It  has  been  shown  that  the  creatit 

an   outatandlnq   talWater   fishery.     This   would   be   excellent 

envlronnontally.  and  also  aid  tho  town  of  Krewilnq  econooically. 

Ao  tho  coota  of  construction  and  tho  capacities  are  nearly 
identical,  1  bollovo  Muddy  Crook  la  tho  only  loqical  choice  for 
tho  daa. 


Response 


36*1  T^«"*t  yow  for  your  eooMon 
tho  preferred  alternaclve 


It  was  considered  In  the  selection  of 


6-59 


Comment  Letter   37 


Response 


37.1 


37-2 


»*r«.  CO    nm 


>r^  t.   5e*-tdt 
For»it   Suf^rvlinr 

2?5e7  Writ  I). 5.   10 

Ot»r  'tr.   ScK^ltft: 

T^*  e«n-«nt  0l««  if   f»«r»»ittf   In    the  On':    Cnvlponrrnt* )    [r-««ct 

<^'lc<«nci?l   thtt   (^  not  cori^cted  «UI   sr»»«f»t  conttnKtien  n«   tn«  »oek 
Crf«i:  orojtcc. 


t-f'*' 


"HI 


^•tf  *>llnt*nancf   o'    t"*   tefr1«   Cr»»l    MCtl«t«l   in^   ^lltfllfr  niet9«t1on.      Once 
ll«    '«nec»    »rf   Swllt,    "-"O  xilntAlNl    v^r>      I'  un«utrtor(  ic4  amine   oceuri, 
who    <«    i^lpnniltilt   ftr  correcting    t^f  proMen?      lT»o   1i    r*t»oniltilt    for 
•  llurtM    th»t    t^•  vrtUntfl    intf  nlMMfr  §r^*i    art  or»j(r*td?      Ho  ancncv   (the 
'or»»t    S»'*tce.    t^t   Byrtju  o'  LJ>nd    'inai«»-#nt.    tne  i«»ttr  Contenrincr  CUtrlct, 
etc.)     1l    '•Iwen    r-iftonitblltty    'er    tre    r»»r    In    and   r*<^   out    03*rattoni    and 
COftI    ai1'>C<rted   "Ith    tf^e   -•lntal»ln«   n'    r*"*   t'»e't|    Cr^e^    •"»1r*w-i»ntJ>l 
•ttl-^'tlAn.      There    t«   nn  nltn    fnr  »*>tn1itr4tton:      penonnel,    rei?nni  lat  1 1  tICS, 
ana  bud'^tt. 

Vn'imr   »Se  cu'-r^tt    nUn   ti    es->rritP(<    fn    the  OCIS,    t.He   Eterl.  CrPe^ 
tlintfl    anC   -Mdltfe    a^**    C*nnot    r»ri    f^    r-'-ulre-enll    f-yr   en«1ronr<*nt«l 
'•1»1''»t1''n.      E-eri«  Cree*.   If  aionived,  r^tt  be  returned  to  a  natural 


nt. 


Th* 


t(r»  Otis    M    iwlte   Mrue    In    Iti   overall    Kandlln;   tf   t*>t   t'-ria 
Cr»e*    '^tlandj    and   ..lldit'*   '*lt1'*at<'^    nFO««*j»l.       rh«    ?vOHc    t|    •ntUled    to 
an  actu*   *«lce   fn  tn*  mecl'lcs  «f   th^  n*t)-at1o«  olani.      The  Water  01$trict*« 
0«lUlon    that   It   '«*>et   nnt  fant    to  do  rnrt  until    af»er    the   rmlfct    tl    •C'rowed 
•n(t  fe    l«nd  ')urcn«$?4  vinlates   the  entire  rmmoie  o'  n«ol1c   co»r*nt.      Until 
t  tneeific  hUn   ii  nreiented  md  tie  puhlic  h*«  c^nentea,   the   ^ck   Creek 
nnjieet  c»nn«t  be   an^r^y#i.      The  *nt1n!  prelect  c«n  be   ttoooei   *nr  rjny  veari, 
e*eh   thomh   th#   iater  3lnrlct   rai   ann*-yrced   1 1>   «ort>»a  I ,    if   the   irecificf 
0'   fie  nltlritlon  o)an  are   'iwlty.      To  out   It  Jtngtfter  t**/,    tt   1l   tloe  to  put 
tSe  cerd!  on  the  t#ble  and  tee  what   Is   tn  your  h*nd. 

There  ere  nn   irri*«ation  d^tc^ef  or  fintr  ri'^ti   tn  the  n«tur*l   ecofyiten 
nn   'f<t   Zrptt.      That  natural   haoltat    'eature  «-u»t  be  duo11C9t*d  on   t"c 
altlrated   l«ndl.      Ther-  c«h   be  no  ditches    tnC  no    »at«r  rtohts    m    tot   EMrta 
Creek  ^Itlratton  ar^a.      flbaodnnr^nt    ll    reimreH,       |f  Eoerta    Cr»eV    ti    *pfim»ed, 
the  Hater  district   U   rpimred  to  ra^.»  a  clear  and  full*  detjtied  staterttnt 
on   Itl  E-^rH  Creek  »<at;r  utc  pUni. 


37'  1  ^*c*C^^'^  "^^  »atne«n«nca  of  the  potential  altlgatlon  ilcoa  would 
ba  Included  In  Cha  davalepaenc  of  Cha  datatlad  alttgaClen  plan. 
Such  a  plan  has  baan  davaloped  for  cha  Prafarrad  Altarnattva. 
ttuddy   Craak.    and    cha   dacall   you  quaatlon    la    Included    In   that    plan. 


37*2  ^*  r«aulca  of  additional  sCudtaa  on  cha  Egarla  Creak  alta  are 
Included  In  Saeclona  ).2.2.  }  2.3.  and  3.2.4  of  cha  SOCIS.  A 
detailed  ■iclgaclon  plan  would  be  davalopad  If  thla  alCarnatlva 
was   developed. 


Comment  Letter  37 


37-3 


Paul  Sonntfleld 
October  ?'),  I?e7 
Paoe  2 


t.''C«ted  -w  *.^*  Cnrr<«  rr*»»  nitt^aitcn  nrorert '  under  c-intlceratian  tn 
active    ^nC   •handor^'l   r^i-rvotr:.      "^n  Poc*    Creel     :.lrre    ll    i  "Md  niturJtl 
env(r?nr-nt   „1t*0Ut   ■"«   -"le    -l^r-?.       To    Irfir^we    ?"'?    t^Prla    Cr*?^    '-ItHaHon 
ar«p    tr,    t^t  f«*tur»l    c^ndUlnn  ©f  ''oc*    Cre-l    rfoulrej    the   rert»v«I    of    all    iff 
deri    and   r»tum1n-    the   i^%'ryfrir  site;    tr    their  nrlnlnil    con^tltlcn. 

Th«   !*»'  end  re'*iil  «ttnnt   ar*  clear.     'Mtl'-ated  landi  nu$t  *"•   tr^njvfd 
IC    1    nitur^I    •COSviter.       T*>fre    are   nn    little   water    »rr^nnerTnti    In    a    ■'itural 
eccirifw.      The    r»nch»l   nn   E'^rta   ^r••^,   nnce    fe*   ar*-  ruf-chair;,    ri/it  ^e 
'etume''    to   a  natural    en»lr*«»w»rtt    ai    pa-i^tv    ?»    noitljle.      Th»    '•"-n-foj 
in*-  rfi-.i-  erf   re-^-red.      Ml    agriculture  (-»ce^t    M-itJd   md  itrlctl  ' 
cnntrrjied  mart   ter-  ^»»:lnfl)   ii  ;:oon-^.     i:it<,  ;.n<;  tam   land   1i  rctur-(»d 
tn  natural    ve^tsttcn.      Th-  i'*ter   :ijtrtct  c«*«nrt    ■.ifp    >   furt*i*»»    and    Icr'.f 
tack  aireer^nt.     VllCllfe  n.?bif'.  ri-matinn;  rust  bf  Jslel/  •  ^^lltfllfe  area. 

The  t'-nrli  Cr»ek    -et'jndi  pnjr-sil    tt  «  ll"»»   rlit   area   'or  talt!.      The 
ih»le  outcrnn^lfirt   on  bnfi  Udet  o'  E-"rta  Creek   jnd  at  Cnti  e"dt   o'   *.tie 
om-otf(r  tUe  "ake   it  cuite  c'ear  that   lal;  bearinn  in*iet   ire  "?«r   ;ie 
tur'acc.     '>d  t-ote  latt:    »r»  nater  loluable.     Eait  o'  t^ie  ■•mneteO  -^tlantfi 
■  nd    '"rrdUteW   iCIacrnt   to    the    railroad    tricll      It   a   !»aall  ran  ratfe    rftfvotr 
Th(i   r-tPrvrlr  hjj  ctc^r  •»1d*"ce  0*   OKill    »lonc   U$   more.      It   It   entirely 
rotllMe   fiat   the  »»'nrt   to  raiif   the   Cnerli  Cre-k  ^afr  tttte  »nd  rttntatn 
It   It  ^  hlf*i    Uv«|    ff^r  i-tUndi   c»n  and  -HI    reiult   *n  Criwntno  hea»v  laitt 
tn   the  turf ace. 

Th»  Or»'t  tn*lrrttr»ntal    Imaet  St»te»^nt   tea»ei   thr*e  •'alor  treii 
un»"f»-»'*d!      Ion'   ranne  ^•ni»>»r^nt    «nd    rftnonilbt  1 1  ty,    returning    the  'etlintft 
and  •lldli'*    area    :o  a   n»tural    eccln''1cal    vste«  -1t*«nut    trrl-atlon    dl'.chet. 
4»-i,   and  -M»r  rl-^t":,   tni^   t*»e   r-al   tfinrf»-  o'   tfettrnvinn  the   very  ecrt'ttfr^ 
th^t    It    to   be  crratcd    throorh    (he    tr»ntoort« tinn  o'  viler   loluable    laltl    to 
the  tur'ace. 


rwc»    Cn 


tHr 


.i|t-j-al    r»inurrei   "vtt   b*    ut»d  nnlv  when   needed  and  wted  wit?!".      The 
Hater  aittrlct   It   renylred   to  uie  and  de««loo  "ater  for  <'eitem  tlooe  ute   in 
the  r«)«i   conitructlve  i^nn^^   'or   the   lowneit  nertcd  of  tint,      Curre-tly   there 
It    no  need  on   the  "eitem   Slnoe    fnr  water  itorrd   at   3oc*    Creek.      t% 
r^connlied  by  renreientatlwet  o'   the  uater  Olilrlcl  at   the   fam^t  r«»t1nr, 
the  retro  orea  had  itverat  notlont   ffr  water  betidei  purthaimn  the  M  rear 
leaie.      Th#y   could  Ourehate  -ater    'rr*  rtnchrri   nn   th»  eattem   ttoi>e.    ul* 
eonternlioo  tteot.  etc.      "ken  ine  r^^^r  of  the  audience  corrvnted   tnft  h« 
thouoht   th«  water  *at    ton  cheap  at   S?5f)  oer  acre   foet,   >  pwrcer  of    the 
Water  O'ltrict  eirlflned   fat   •   hion^r  -'■fee  "-nyld  ha»e   retultK   tn   ren»«r 
tumtnn    ic  other  n-'tlrnt.      Tn   nut    It    »nolhe»  ..a».    tne   ^ater  dltrtet   -at 
the   low  bidder  at   tse  r^r^ei.     To  be   low  bidder  mould  not  be  confwte'i  "ith 
need,      t'   the  need  wai   r*il,    the  ortioni  would  hare  been   tnami »    ll-tted.   the 
water  -le^and  hlnhe".   and   the   orlce   *nr  the  water  ^^jch  nrraler.      The   harth 
trvth   It    that   the    .'attef"   SIof>e  >»oet  not  nffO  water  /rv  '•ocl   Creek   at    :hH 
tir-,    and    the  ftr^    »rpa  onN   "urchaied    thf   wate-    lr«ie    to  help   the   l.'alir 
CIttrlct    'Inance    tH   '*oe»;    Cr»et   pr«|*ct.      Tl»e»  den    :  want    the  water.      ^ni*r 
haa  elh«r  tenA«>ical   neHont. 


37-4   I 


'.<■ 


tt  t^•  •••t*'- 


.(*»«!  bv  *Hhfr   tn*  tticem  or  t>it»r 


Slo 


Response 


3^.3  ;••  Sactlon  5.2  2  ind  J.2>  of  th«  SDtIS  Th«  araai  •£  t««rl« 
Cre.k  ch«c  vould  h«v«  vaor  appUod  Co  th«»  hava  hlator  leal  l)r  baan 
arcKlctallr  Irrl^itod  Tharafor*.  conclnuad  flood  trrlgacton  of 
chaaa  araaa  oould  not  ba  aipaccad  Cs  craaca  Cha  problaai 
luggaatad. 


37*4  '^*  Purpoaa  and  N.ad  aacclon  of  Cha  SDEIS  haa  baan  aspandad  Co 
ahow  Eaac  and  Uaac  Slopa  naada  (Saa  Sacclona  1  2.)  2  and  1.2.1.3 
SDCIS) 


6-60 


Comment  Letter  37 


Reeponee 


OeuMr  n.  IHr 


I  mitt  mt  **'  V^  •oc%  Cr«*fc  d«n  «lt«  r^nilTf  th»t  tte  iir«»  5#  nwd  jwd 
»rPt»Ct«^  until    U    It  «♦»•?•(«.      Pt»  ItrfWi  tPi  th*   ^^r  lite  !<l  U    not   ^   B^x. 
"»«<l  tM    Hlttm  J1«»  IWM1   flf  xttr,   tl>»  lt-f<-f  '•cIMtv  c-n  M   conitnKtt^. 
In  tm  -tmttri.   th<  »«fr  -mi't  t«  tttd  l»  In  «  .atir  ttmsKt  vllcl  CM 
rv^vtnt  takim  •4v*fitwnt  at  th«  f«sourc«   »'  c^rortunlf  occurs   in   ttss  than 
M  r»*n.     Hit  "Ittttni  Sl«ii«  n«*4l  tli»t  '1«»l»l11f<  »•><  tPw  v>lwbl>  rciiMTCt 
t0  attract  m— lie  nr<«tk  alilch  •111  tvrn  nr  r««iaul  icotmr  antuM. 


37.5 


III  t*  kt  «vi 
letfiirlo. 


TM  innwl  imttP  »UH  nt  r«k  Crwti   It  17,(»3  ecrt  fftt  or  li«».     Tht 
t'IcUl  lUt"  w*ttr  tf  lo-^tMt**-  Wis  thic  the  teul  yltlri.     Th«  rvttrwtr 
pi  t*  kt  ev»r  M.OM  lerp  '--t.     Th«t  1i  ■   igrm  tttram  dm  rvliicl««  ca 
»•  "ittP.     *  30,001  «ert  '»>«t  r«sir«t>(r  ew*  eitlljr  itnn  itit 
rid  'wter  And  orovldt  fil  b«nfflc(«l   us«  «»«Up  for  mv  rtisOMbIt 
The  (tati   (n   Chf  CtIS  suDOOrtl   •   mlltr  rtfr^ir.      To  bulltf  • 
lif»^  i^forvofp  for  th»  sh«r  hfl]  o'  bultdino  U  U  b^d  •Konvrtet.  It  1« 
««$U'ol  of  public  funds,  ind  It  Htitei  natural   rvteurcot. 

TK«  Hck  Crook  ««ttim(»  »Ad  wfldlfft  irv>  to  bo  floodod  and  doftrvyod 
1«  aroor  tho  best  Motlandi  In  fi*  itato.     Ai  pvro  rosorvotrt  *Ft  buitt 
tftreuHiogt  Colorado,  and  itrtMS   like  Pnck  Cr«efc  bocra*  «ort  rirc,   e*tt  strvtfi's 
*alw  Incro^iM.      Tht»»  »r»  ntrwrout  nttural   »nd  nm  <Mtfv   l«lroi    in  >wtPttt»«sum 
Colorado.     MIrtH  oualltv  Strta'**   tiat  iro  frt^n  to  tf^O  public  md  iult«bN    'or 
fyl  I  lot  witfi  fxoll   ehlldrvn  sro  teareo  copmrdltln.  Slncf  thi  vaster  1$  not 
eorro^tlr  noodod  by  t^r  Utstem  SIodo  or  the  oaitara  slooo,  t*toni  Is  no 
proitlnr  nttd  to  drttmy  a  hi-^Iy  *«tuAbl«  «»d  ocfwenleallr  9r«*nt4h1« 
rvf«i«rco.      Pto  Mftlandt  e»n  b«  sawd  'nr  -"unv  f-iir  wonri  Mttnout   r^iardln" 
tM  ocwMMie.  social,  or  onlitlcal  dov^low-nt  of  tht  comorvmnrr  <*lftr!et. 
Tfcof*  Is  a  jrossln*-  naori  rf>r  pTt*t»ctln^  and  wtiM  tht  oatoral  rotourco  tn  its 
full  fwttntlal. 

It   la   Suan«cUd  chat  th«  nrlrarv  <frlv«  behind  th«  Kvt   tO  dulld  HcK 
Crook   1i   the  mnUs   r^coUod  'rr^  th»  I'ind-  ''••p  sottlo^^nt.      Thf  $10,000, J?0 
erovldod  iv  the  Ntrtrtern  Cimiorvaoc-/  District  my  bo  turainn  p  f^la   in  the 
I'pcor  Colerid"  fflwer  Dljlrlc'.'i  onckotj  howo*or,   that    tl  not  a  sound  reaton 
te  rvsh  out  and  build  a  dan.     hrrMio*  to  i«t  the  none*  In  tsertw  and  lot  It 
dro«*  Inurest  until   a  dan  Is  actually  noodod.     If  tho  $10,000,000  :iortlioni 
Comtrvancv  DIstHct  nney  It  handled  corr«ctl«.  It  can  orow  to  ■  lanor  itai 
by  tho  tlr^  the  Roclc  Crook  daa  Is  actoally  needed.     The  Joitem  $1ofto  won't 
havt  to  bo  tho  choao  waur  bidder  on  tho  oatum  sieve  rartet. 

Tho  wiM  use  of  tho  nttural  noseurcoi,  the  current  actual  needs  for  aasttnt 
slooo  and  t.'astern  Slo^  ««tar.  and  the  inveitnont  possibilities  of  tho  caoltal 
cloarW  Indlcau  that  this  is  net  the  ttiae  to  build  tho  Rock  Creok  Oaa. 

for  SZS3  oer  acre  foot,  Cmvnr  h#s  purchased  all   tho  Industrial  dovol 
educational  facllltlas  i-nd  oertrtwltlas.  research  pestlbllltlct.  and 
In'raitrwctur*  1  agr nw^enti  that  tho  wattr  can  cnvtand  for  tho  neit  25  y^»r% 

As   the   Inwfst  h1dd*r  th^  water  dlitrtet  ;«ld  *11   Ors  economic,  inclal. 
»lt4  rwUtlcel   d»vclAor«nt   that  the  *<«Ur  cor^vndl   fnr  the  neat  25  vnars, 
ft  a  tire  K*i*n  western  Colorado  needs   *ull   »nd  caoablo  use  o*  "ll  o'  Its 
resources  to  attract  Industries,  i»^ro»«  •ducatinn,  enceurMfc  research,  and 
rebuild  Its  ln*ra?trueturr.  tie  cnnsenrancv  district  al1e»«<!  snreone  else 


37*5  Docallotf  hy^rologle  antf  rooorvelr  oMroclonol  tCu41oo  Indlcaco 
ch«t  o  roa«rv*tr  voluao  of  about  )0.000  AF  will  be  required  to 
provide  a  fir*  annual  yloU  of  17.000  Ar.  Tho  roaorvelr  to  not 
•▼oralsod  for  cho  onelolMC*^  doMnd  (S«o  Sootlon  1.2.3  SMIS). 


Comment  Letter  37 


Response 


Paul  9mn1'1eM 
Octebrr  20,  I5S7 
Pucm  * 


•ull  u«o  ff  tho  ro5t  »»lua^lo  resnurce—wat?! 
dm'i  have  U,  you  cenrn*  live. 


Piul  3onn1f1e^d 


6-61 


Comment  Latter  38 


Response 


38.1 


38-2 


rr     1.     S<k«l4C 

(I    N«<t*i««l    r*r«»t 

• '    w*a(    U.I.     40 

C«     10 

«•»••!     S»rl«ti>    Ce.     10411 


1  «l«li  ih«t  the  (ellowlMt  pretvati  k«  Ma^e  •  yatt  sf  t)t«  haarlna 
recer«.   I  •«  ••ktog  tkac  r*.  tak«  ■  WO  tCTIOjt  y  n  l»w  »«  tha 

1.     rr.J.ct.  r.c.r4«4  ••  th.  Hsd...!  ■•||.c«r  .f  MLcicl 
Plecvt  ar*  chaaa  »Uh  ««(  a  t  ait4  l«it  klatsrical  a  I  |n  I  f  I  ea<iea  . 
CeMal4araklc  t  !■•  ai>4  attart  ara  ra«alr«4  ta  «aat  cha  acaM4arda 

•  f  RIMP.   Praaw«a*lr  a  tar|«  verclaM  ef  tkta  tl-a  waa  vsluMfar 
werk  »r  I"4t«l4«ala  llha  oriaK  «»>•  ara  ««ra  tKa*  -llll-a  to  at-a 

•  t  thair  (!••  ta  yraaarva  ayr  Harlca|«.    Ta  4a  anrC^Of  »«'<  b'.y 

archaa«lo|lac. 

Tha  ■ttliadee  «  1 1  ama  1 1  ««a   fr«»««a4  far  cha  ieck 
Craah  Staf*  Staclaa  ara  graaalr  I«a4a«iiata.   To  <aov«  cka  alca 
«oul4  raaava  It  (roa  tea  caotaat.  (tio  ataia  rouca  and  tharafora 
«aatroT  tea  -alwa.    To  daacroy  or/a«4  Itwndata.  •"•f     altar 
racard  l<t|  ,w«w|«  ka  a^at  weria.    Amt  »(  tkf  tttraa  attarnatlwaa 
choaan  w«ui4  t«a«o  a  nafatlva  tvfaci  on  all  mINP  iltoa.   Fkay 
w«wl4   ka  t»  Jaofordr  wKa<ia«ar  aaall  a"tltlaa  Ilka  the  Colorado 
llwar  Cenaarvat  Ion  Dlatrlct  docl4a4  r-  <.aa  <ip    m»tm     Po4aral  Land 
(•r  IntliMl  f  leant  prejaeta. 

2  Tha  H<i4dT  Croak  Raaarvair  la  altwatad  !■  •  foriaatlon  or 
Haneoi  ihala  which  la  hl^htr  bracktah.    I  know  (hit  b«cau«a  tha 
cltr  a(  CraMd  Junction  la  ttcuatad  vn  (hit  *a«a  teraatlon  an4  tha 

objact  t«  tradlnt  [ha  Alplna  watari  of  cha  Dillon  taaarvoir  that 

Danaor.  


38*1     "*    <«ppr«claca    your   ceoMnc.       Pleas*    sea    Raapona*    to   Co^Mnta    ]-36 
and    3-37. 


^O.O     Saa   Itaiponaa    Co  Coaaoncs    LI-4   and   14-3. 


Comment  Letter  39 


Response 


39*1 


Novemfaar  S,  1987 


Routt  MatlonaL  Poraft 

focest  Suparvisor 

29SB7  w.  US  Highway  40 

Suit*  20 

Staamboat  Spring*.  CO   80417 

Attni   Mr.  Jarry  C.  Schmidt 

Mr.  SchBldtt 

I  im  writing  this  l«etar  to  voict  my  oopoattlon  to  tha 
propoiad  Rock  Creak  Oai*  4  Rasarvoif  in  tho  Oora  Paaa  araa 
oC  Routt  County. 

Rock  Croak  is  whar*  I  loarnad  to  fish  end  Pock  Creak  Is 
wharo  I  tought  my  children  to  tl>h.  It  has  always  been  my 
secret  fishing  hole.   Now  I  hear  they  are  proposing  to 
build  a  dan  and  destroy  this  beautiful  little  strean. 
I  can't  believe  Itl   Surely  there  must  be  some  other  means 
of  obtaining  water  for  the  thirsty  giant  on  tha  plains. 

I  hope  this  letter  helps  In  preventing  an  irreplaceable 
treasure  frois  being  destroyod  "i<l  I    ilao  hop*  my  children 
can    teach  their  children  the  ]oya  »n4   beauty  of  fishing 
Rock  Creek. 


Steve  Sutler 

12SS  S.  ronton  St. 

Lakowood.  CO   10226 


39*1  ^•"''  y°"  '*'  y®"'  co^wnc.   it  was 
ch*  profacred  alcematlve. 


■Idarad  In  tha  saleeclo 


6-62 


Comment  Letter  40 


Response 


Ckirlrt  It.  Calr 


Garr    C«r|lll.    t«|lonaL    For«at«r 
lockr    NoanealB    R«ttea 
OSOA    forvtt    Sarvlea 
11177    V,    8eh    ATtnu* 
Uk««oo4.    Co      S0223 


D»r  Mr.  C«rttlli 

t  w««L4  Ilk*  to  cooBone  om  cho  Draft  EZS  (or  tho  loch 
Cro«k/N«4df  Craak  Raaarvolr.  Roatt  aa4  Cran4  Coaaclaa.  Colorado. 
Plaaaa  aak*  chla  lottar  yart  ot    cb*  hoarlag  r*eor4. 

flrat,  t  of^oao  buildlni  althar  roaorvoir.  Thora  ar*  too 
■anr  daaa  la  ch«  Ualca4  Stacai  bow,  mmnj  of  vkleh  ara  noc 
atfo^uacalf  or  aafolf  aalacalnod.   U*  do  not  aoad  aoro. 

Sacoad,  I  oppooa  paftng  for  alchar  projoet  aa  a  tasparor. 

Third.  I  do  net  boliav*  that  cho  •tcigacioo  propoaod  (or  th* 
loaa  of  nataral  rtparlon  habitat  la  adaquata.  nor  coald  It  ba. 
Nan  cannot  croata,  nor  ra-craata  natural  araaa.  Exparlsonta  in 
"■anailng*  an*lrona*ntt  ha^a  conaistanclr  aoc  vith  fallura. 
prtnclpallf  bacaua*  wa  do  not  know  anooih  o(  tha  conoo^voncoa  of 
oar  conduct.  Tat.  va  contlnao  to  oltor.  ehan«*,  and  daatrof. 
Thla  la  an  opportunltf  Co  axarclia  both  vladoa  and  raatratnt  br 
laaving  wall  anouih  alona.  Tha  flora  and  fauna  vhlch  would  b« 
doacrofad,  d*aa|*d.  or  forced  oat  of  thalr  hoaa  or  pattarna  do 
noc  know  bow  aaarc  wa  ara.  Thaf  ara  not  abta  to  undaritand  what 
w*  ar*  doing,  or  whf,  and  aar  not  avar  b*  abl*  Co  racovar. 

Fourth.  I  do  not  balla*a  that  the  Rock  Croak  Stag*  Station 
•hould  b*  raao*ad.  daatrorad.  or  Inundated.  There  ahould  be  aor* 
algnldcance  to  placaaant  on  ch*  national  Reglater  of  Hlatorlc 
Placea  thaa  for  It  to  bo  dlaragardtd  at  tha  flrat  algn  of  its 


Comment  Letter  40 


Response 


Garr  Carglll,  Xaglonal  Foreater 
S  Movaabar.  1987 
page  th*  second 


boing  Inconvanlaac.  Ha  r  people  spend  such  else  and  anergr  la 
securing  designation.  Before  a  slCa  Is  approved.  It  «aac  b* 
found  to  b*  of  national  significance.  Ar*  either  of  cheae  water 
projects  of  national  ilgnif tcanc*.  or  ar*  thef  -*  aor*  than  a 
eonvanlone*  of  Eaat  Slop*  watar  lnc*r*at? 


40-1 


I  On  bil.nc,  t  b.ll.v.  that  ch. 
.r«4,  .hort-.lghtei*.  and  noc  In  ch. 
lir|.,  lor  In  ch.  Incrrac  of  th.  .n» 
eh.  .dopdon  o(  ch.  HO  ACTIOK  .ICrn. 


.  .r.  Ill-con. 14- 
o(  Ch.  public  .t 
Th.r.for.,  t  urgt 


Slnc.r.lr, 
Charl**  R.  Col* 


CIC/caJ 


Senator  Tla  Ulrch 
Senator  WlUHa  Ar 


Routt  Nndonal  Forest 


40*1  ^'"'^  y^^  ^'^^   your  coaaenc. 
ch*  pr*f*rr*d  «lt*maclva. 


tt  was  consld*r*d  In  th*  saleetlo 
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Comment  Letter  41 


t:;  \ui 


S«l 1 V     i.     Col* 

B*  I      Ourcv     ttw»n«j» 

Orano     Ju««<tton.     CO    aOOl 

Octoev    23.     l^S? 


Ocrv     Ccrqlll,      n»q|ena|     rsr««tvr 

USOA  Pof-««t  Sv-'vic* 
I  I  17-T  u.  ec^  a-v-^u* 
LAbvwoed.     CO    80223 

D9»r     f*f  .     Carfll  |  1  . 

TM«  l*tt«r      I*     «     co*«««t     on     t«»     O'  a't     Env 

St«l*»««t  'o'     ««•    «ocw     C<'»»«i/«utfrtv    C»-»»*     o*^*. 

Count  !••  .  Co  I  or  ado  .         *!••«•    ««MO     tr*  I  «     t«  l  t»r     o 
rvcord. 


Fir 


bv      tf^W     Co  loriOO 

o"   go«l%    clonq 


d«v«IO0*«nt     •■tir^Out      con* 

Par  t    of     trtv    ••os^d  i  tur# 

For»«t    S*rvte»    to    produc*    mo    CIS 


Boct«      Cc»»»i      St* go     Sl«tlO".  M«tto"»l      (*«qimt*r 


vO'y     alfCOur^i 

Cu  I  tur At     r a«ou 


•I     r«40u 
(►»o»r     tt 


sign  trie  «nt  or  •»!*•(  or  le  CtjItur*!  rovourc**  ''•v 
Ill«eev«r»d  •«  t^o  ro«ult  o'  ««riou«  HAtor  orO]*Ct« 
4l*h  t>>»  •■COQtlon  O'  t'^•  Ooloro*  P-ojvct.  t»*»  '"•CO 
for     aionetoa     n»-|nq     «|  loxOO     «u"le»"l      'wndlng     *nd      t 


:«i !•«   oi 


nd     J»r 


41-2 


UlnOv      C*0      i"      «OrtH«,,t      Coh 

In     -••t-C«"tr*l      Cotor«<JO      *ro     •.•*nl.«     O*      »uc^      lf*CO«Ol»t»     fl '  O  J . 

I     •<•    not     •ncouraqvd    t)v     tno     v«gu«     i  4''Qu«gp    o'     tH«     «ub)«ct     EI5 

COne»r  nt  nq  C'J  1  twr  «  1  r««ourc*  au'  '•*  axd  "llll«tlOn  tH«t  tHor» 
bo  OrooO''  funding  or  t  1  "••  «llOC«>»nt  vnou  |  d  tfiO  •*OCh  Cro»ki/"vja 
Croon      OoVOvOtr*     Do      ADOrOvOd . 


Response 


41*1  ^*  approclaca  your 
and  3-37. 


Covaoncs     1-36 


41*2  Boch  the  Forcsc  Sarvlca  and  tha  BLM  conaldar  cultural  roaoutcas  at 
althcr  alcornaclv*  ro9»rvotr  slCa  co  ba  valuabLa  and  laporcanc 
rcsourcei.  They  hava  aada  IC  very  claar  In  Ch*  DEIS  and  SOEIS  and 
to  tha  River  District  that  conplaca  and  adoquac*  survavi  and 
■  Ltlgatlon  that  f>a«C  the  requlrcaenta  of  tha  lavs  pertaining  to 
these    resources   will   ba    required. 


Comment  Letter  41 


Response 


Q»rv    Carglll     --    oaqe    Z. 


|ncro*«*d     r»cr,«ttOn*l      •nd     d*  -  • I Or -•" * «  I       l-OICt 

•ubatltuto  for  native  "aOttata  "o-  aoing  utilli 
foatlnq  «*rloua  nativ*  v^gotatlO"  --•.mitvo*  I 
•  olltudo.    I  n^(»  iriat  ao-*  rio*'   •"  ">*Oit*l*  C 


41-3 


It)  to     '■) 


-••torod      to      f^O     O-ton 

:««0  a  ra^o-olr  a*«»rav«  otnwr  mm-tr  rloa'tjn 
currant  dO"anO»  bainq  •"•O*  O"  am.,  r^r^mant  a  1  a 
-aaourcaa.  tt  \%  "o  t  orrioar  «anaga-ant  »0  I  I  C  / 
"oqlocC  a  oorcomaq*  o'  tnair  ra«owc*«  *"d  u 
tnoa*  to  o'faot  loa*  of  araaa  n'  •■«jO>  a"vtro' 
Inoertanc*.        (     urge     you     to    cnooao     tne    No     Ac t t 

Thanh     vou     for      tho     OOpor  tun  l  t  v     to     co«>Ment 


Sine  oral 


,huZj 


OuU^ 


Sal Iv    J.     Cols 


QUI     Or-»trong 


y^  ScAau:,^^^  /^^.u^  ^-u^^^^-^^ 


41*3  1'^«  Bur*«u  of  Land  .lana^enent  and  tha  forest  Service  have  a  very 
strong  coBiatraanC  to  tha  aanagaaenC  and  restoration  of  riparian 
habitats  The  agencies  realize  chac  restoration  of  these  areas 
pays  big  dividends  In  a  wide  range  of  resource  values.  The 
agencies  are  working  towarda  restoring  those  areas  as  quickly  as 
possible. 

It  was  not  and  Is  not  th*  agencies  Intention  to  neglect  any  eroa 

or  resource  and  then  use  these  areas  for  iMproveaant  to  offset 
losses  due  to  outside  proposals  In  other  areas.  Tha  areas 
deslgneted  for  laproveaent  and  the  attlgatlon  planned  for  these 
ereas  will  protect  the  natural  resources  and  speed  the  recovery  of 
these  areas. 


6-6A 


Comment  Letter  42 


Responee 


John   S.    Courtn«ir 
r.O.    Dox    378 
Toponaa,   CO.    (10479 


J«rry  Sctustdt 
forest    Supervisor 
Itouct    NAtlonsl    For«sc 
295S7   West    OS      40   Suit*    20 
Stcaoiboat    Springs.    CO.       B0487 

Mr.    Schmidt; 

I  «ould  like  to  tkke  thla  opportunity  to  commend  you  and  Che 
For<?sc  Service  for  tUe  outttandinc  Job  you  did  In  the  prepre- 
ttlon.  InvesclfkC ion  and  presentation  of  the  Rock  Creek  Reser- 
voir project.  I  ««3  In  attendance  at  the  Yaotpa  meetlnf.  and  I 
felt  you  «ere  able  to  aoswer  all  of  the  Hcltlmace  concerns  of 
the  public.  As  you  knov  so**  of  the  "barbs"  *er«  cominc  from 
"cireer  nefat Ives" . 

I  spoke  of  the  ecoaonlc  value  this  project  may  add  to  South 
Routt  County,  and  I  flnsly  believe  Rock  Creek  Reservoir  would 
be  very  helpful  In  our  attempt  to  restore  a  very  depressed  area. 
I  just  received  a  depressln(  bulletin  from  South  Routt  School 
District,  which  I  am  enclosing.   I  sincerely  hope  you  take  this 
Into  account  when  you  are  aaklng  the  final  decision  on  this  pro- 
ject. 

I  The  support  for  this  project  by  the  "Elected  Offlcialn",  The 
Routt  County  Conalssloners,  should  speak  loudly  for  the  silent 
majority,  and  I  strongly  urge  you  to  render  a  positive  decision 
on  the  Rock  Creek  Reservoir. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this  extremely  important 


c 


42*1    "^'"^   T**^    ^*'   your   eeaaenc. 
Che   preferred  altemetivw. 


Ic   waa   eensLdered   In  the   selection  *f 


Comment  Letter  43 


Mr 


43-1 


October  IS.  19(7 


Forest  Super vi  9or 


Jerry  E.  Schif 

Rout  t  Nat lonal  Fo. 

29)17  w.  U.S.  Hffrtway  40  -  Suite  30 
Steamboat  Sprlngi.  CO   10417 

Ref:   OEIS 

Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 

Dear  Mr.  Sehaildt: 

I  would  like  to  reglfttf  my  strong  objerrllon  (o  the  proposed  Rock 
Creek  reservoir  and  suifest  that  ine  Muddy  Cretk  alternative  ts 
far  superior  with  respect  to  environmental  damaf 
the  Muddy  Creek  location  In  an  already-abused  and 


cstrvoir  at 
rf rated 


valley,  would  perhaps  create  an  enhanced  resource  by  cresting  a 
(allwaier  fishery  where  none  tflttt  currently. 

lie  future  of  this  stale  rests 


ely  on  the  abl I  I ly  of 
e  and 


The  ee 

each  of  ui  In  present  stewardship  of  the  lands  to  prei 

Improve  all  of  the  many  natural  rasourees  which  make  our  state  an 

enloyable  and  desirable  place  to  live. 

Rock  Creek  is  a  beautiful,  undisturbed,  productive  trout  stream 
which  would  ba  annihilated.  With  so  few  such  places  remalniflf, 
how  can  we.  as  a  society,  even  consider  such  destructive  projects. 

S I neere  ly , 


Howard  S.  Coi 
ISO)  41th  St  reet 
Boulder.  Colorado   S0303 


ce:   Colorado  Trout  Unlimited 


Response 


43*1   ^""l'  yo^  ^^^   your  cossenc   It  waa  considered  In  the  selection  of 
the  preferred  altematlve. 
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Comment  Letter  44 


Response 


44.1 


toi   770866 

SteaN)o«t  Springs,  CO 

October  21.    1917 


Mr.    Jcrrjr  E.    ScMldt.   Tortjt   Sup«r-vttor 
touct  ruttonil   Torett 
29S«7  U.   U.S.   «0.   Suite  20 
$tt«»04t  So>-tn9t.   CO     80487 

SUfJCCT:      Rock   Crc«k   /   t^tHiy  Crrck   Hltlfidon  Propoials 

Ofr  Nr.    ScNtldt: 

I   wo«ld   Ilk*   to   twbalt  wy  co««rnts   r«l«tlvf   to  tht  dr«ft  EIS   for  t*>*%* 
pn)»oicd  projects.      I   <•  a   rvai   ctttt*  broker  oho  it«s    lived  md  Moried   in 
Stci«6o«t   Sonnqi    for   t^*   D«St    fourtee«t   ye«r«.      I   Fm**  eiocrltnced   the 
tMlwtlon   of   our  economy    tn   norttiw«it    ColofflM    fro«  aqr\c\i\t\trt/»intn^/ 
tourtta-tMied    to    th«   current    econo^    th«t    1i    prftomtntnxiy    tOurl  ts-bcicd. 
r    6elle»«    th«t    th#i#    fjctl    tr*    *«ry   D*rttn«nt    tO    Ihejt   propOl«l«    given 
tM  nature  of   th*  proooied  tUet. 

The  tlptne  ttr«*«  ««turt  of  the  tock  Creek  lit*  If  a  9ood  ei*««le  of  the 
■Duntain  en»lr(]n««ent  that  Owr  r«ildentt  and  vljltort  drea*  about.  Such 
en»lrfl«iefitl .  ■h*th*r  preifntly  uied  or  f*ot.  ihOuld  t>e  pres«rved  In  their 
natural  condition  to  luttaln  this  drean  I  believe  that  the  economy  of 
thil  ar*i  desperately  needs  to  preserv*  natural  wonders  on  the  o«*  hand. 
/«t  needs  to  cncoura9e  de^eloo^ent  of  other  for^s  ot  recreational  use  to 
continue   to  attract   th*  mainstay  of  our  e<ono^   .    th*  vacationer. 

I   understand   that    tbe  *\jddy  Creek   site  prooosed  would   inundate  dryland- 
type  pasture  and  non-atpme   terrain.      Its   rath*r  convenient   location  to  yS  40 
and  ireiwiiing  would  see**   -.o  allow  greater  r«cr«t1onal   us*  and   thus,  perhaps. 
core  Justify   th*  ftjddy  Creefc   site. 

In  addition  to  my  econo«t c/recreat lon  I'lsessment  above.  I  "wst  speak  as 
a  concerned  citlien  aoainst  further  encroachptnts  of  the  O^ni^r  Utter  Board 
Into  Che  basin  of  the  Colorado  and  Ta««a  Atvers.  Quite  siinply.  th*  prooosed 
•■ttigatlon'  of  Rock  Creek  -ater  into  the  CtoerU  Creek  drainage  ts  ludtcrious 
th*  destruction  of  a  proven  fishery  by  substituting  Mter  into  a  pasture- 
type  itrea**  Is  Just  another  attenet  to  discredit  our  inteilloence  and  c-eate 
further  dangerous   Inroads  to  wat*r  that  Is  needed  in  this  cart  of  th*  state. 

In  closing,   [  understand  that  we  really  do  not  have  a  choice  about  a 
project  In  this  case;  Just  which  on*  ts  the  lesser  ii>oact/precedent.     I  would 
Ilk*   to  support   th*  proposed  f^jddy  Creek   site  and  strongly  urge  yOu   to   reject 
the  proposed   Rock   Creek   sue  and  attendant  "utioation  plan.      [    thuk   you   'or 
your  efforts  In  co«npi)lng  citizen  concern  and  will  be  happy  to  provide  further 
conninlcation. 


Sincerely, 


Steven  C.    Oownj 


44*1    Thank   you    for    your   comb* 
cho    praferrad   «lcern«ctv 


Ic   WAS   eonaldarad    In   th*    lelacclo 


Comment  Letter  45 


45-1 


'i.^iV-7    of-     l^  J    ¥£> 


dtL^^U^^  ^jf—J^, 


da 


j;  six. 


Response 


45*1   TTi*"''  yo"  'Of  1"""  co«»«nt.   It  vat  can<ld«r<d  In  th«  laUcclo 
tha  prafarrad  alcarnactva. 
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Comment  Letter  45 


Response 


Comment  Letter  46 


(tSfj.i^aJli.'nzj.x^-  ^V:^— 


\jf7t,r>-.'-',ff' \.\fri  ^"''-'■^ 


//a^'a/-^.nji^t^ 


^  9  tr.     /,yoL,/y  A'^P.L  (k//J.   rJ^'^ 
m  /7a./-  ahn:-^  %u,     K-//   0:^-  rL  ^rAr//^ . 


SOi\  mn   VOt  s\  H.a.' 


SlA^L  i^r!  c/^LuHdJ 


46-1 


V  vi77T2j^  ^u/ytt! . 


y/j  mo  /^(a/)/i^'.  i^<l/)  i</a/n?j  /fAa  ^^  O/xiiJ-, 


nn 


A- 


■J 


-llXauXLu. 


,jdtJ 


.J^2/l 


gyj^.-i- 


Response 


46*1  ^'"^  you  ^0'  your  coasAne.  It  v«a  eonaidartd  in  th«  ■•Itotlen  of 
ch«  pr«f«rr*d  alc«nuciv«. 
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Comment  Letter  47 


Response 


47-1 


J....  J.J        ^'-^        ^"-^      "^A 

/i^lL  ^AJ^  :r  .y  ^y  ^' 

^j/s    W.^     -r^^   J''-    —^  <^^^/ 


/ 


/  -    —  ^      /    J 


47*  1     ^*"^   T^^   '^^   your   eo«B«nc        It   w«t   cofuld«rid    In   ch«    faUcdon   of 
ch«   pr«f«rr*d  «Lc«maclT«. 


Comment  Letter  47 


Response 


T*-'^         /'•f'^         coc^-      -j^        /i<>><-         ^^7i.^ 
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rem 


TO: 


SWJCCT: 


Jtrry  E.  Schnldt.  Portst  Supervisor 

Paul  H.  Grant 

Dock  Cmk/I«id<)r  CrMk  O.E.I.S. 

Octobtr  21 ,  1917 

I  m  in  (ivIoirM   In  tht  rtftlnq   Induitry  and  a  Conctnttd  rttldcnt 
Of  Grand  County.     Tkll  C.I.S.    Indtcatot  that  tl«  laMctl  of  thMO  rotarvotrt 
to  th«  rafting   Industry  art  non  tilltant     for  tlio  Colorado  «1»ar  and  not 
worth  quantlfylnf  for  tha  Blut  Rlvor.      Thosa  conclusions  aro  9rossly   In  trror 
and  thty  art  a  product  of  data  Manipulation  and  a  vary  slnplfstlc  approach  to 
tho  evaluation  of  those  Impacts. 

The  Upper  Colorado  River  has  supported  considerable  coawerclal  raftinq 
use  for  the  last  several  years.     Ictween  30.000  and  $0,000  people  can  be 
eipectad  to  take  coeanrclal  raft  trips  here  each  year.     If  m  take  a  m; 
price  of  around  S*0.00/person  tlas  30.000  people  thet  rttults  In  an  annual 
gross  aaaiunt  of  SI .200.000  dollars  for  the  Colorado  Klver  alone.     This  Is  a 
'significant  lavact'  to  aany  people  In  this  region. 

In  evaluating  the  actual  livects  one  wst  first  understand  ha«  the 
Mter  fro*  the  projects  «II1  be  used.     The  E.l.S.  Indicates  that  the  Denver 
MUr  (oard  (OMI  Is  allllng  to  lease  the  total  output  of  either  retervsir 
for  the  neit  25  years.    The  docuaant  also  Indicates  thet  Denver  It  seeking 
control  of  the  Shoshone  PMer  plant  rights.     To  anyone  who  has  folloved  the 
actions  of  the  (M  for  the  last  several  years,  these  in  clear  Indications  thet 
the  current  proposals  are  closely  linked  to  the  out  Ti«  forks  Reservoir 
project.      In  order  for  Denver  to  fully  develop  their  water  rights   at  the 
headwaters  of  the  Colorado  and  the  Hue  they  nust  satisfy  certain  senior 
dwmstream  rights.     The  reservoir  proposals  vHild  provide  replaca<aent  water 
for  upstreaa  diversions,  and  the  Shoshone  rights  could  reduce  what  has  to  be 
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rfl«M*4  <ur1»*^  cirtalA  (!■••  of  the  ytr.  iMrortwAtUljr .  thli  can  rvtult 
1«  MTlMl  d^mtttrin^  of  the  iiAJfct  rt»»r  between  the  dlvcmen  paint  and 
th*  Ptitete  point.  If  Rock  Cr**k  >er«  butit  Ibe**  itrteut  dewattrlnf  cowld 
•ccvr  NCkiMii  tht  Towi  of  Fraitr  tn4  the  Rock  Crwk  cenfltiMct  nUh  tn* 
Cplortdo  as  i^ll  at  botwnn  Ottlo«i  ttitrrolr  o*  th«  Km  «n«  the  tock  Crtek 
CwefliMACt  on  tho  Celendo.  The  itctlon  of  tPOCUl  c«««ctni  to  mtt 
eoMprcial  rafttri  In  thti  arva  «owld  b«  rro«  Upptr  Ger«  Canyon  to  th*  Rock 
Crtok  conriuanct.  Thli  loctlon  »111  be  afftcted  by  aMItlonal  4o«aUrln«  on 
both  tht  i)u«  and  th«  Colorado. 

Tho  C.I.S.    t9n«r»s  rafting   lapactl  on   th«  Colorado  River  and  Juttlflei 
this  br  statin)  that  the  'iliwlated  baseline  cendttloAS'   Indicate  th«t 
•Bllttng  water  rffhts  wogld  not  allow  'quality  floatlnf'  (v«n  wittovt   tht 
dovflopntnt  of  Rock  Creek  Reservoir.     This   Is  ttkt  saylnf  that  wt  htven't  been 
optratlA)  so  our   loss  HiktS  no  differtnce.     Wtll    !*■  hart  to  ttll  you  that  wt 
hav«  bttn  0ptr«t1ft9  and  wt  art  •  slfniricant  portion  of  tht  rtcrtatlon   Industry 
In  tills   ration. 

The  ilwlated  bastllna   flfures   InvoUa  a  n\Mbtr  of  subjtctl»«  choices 
and  a  vary  co^lai  waltr  rights   lystt*.     Uattr  rights   In  this   Sttta  sr*  bastd 
In  part  on  M«tar  p«-usa  and  tha  type  of  use  that  wattr  Is  put  to.     If  Otnvar 
owis  a  particular  igrtcultural   right  they  Mill   not  be  able  to  apply  all   of 
th«t  right  to  a  conit««tlva  ust  Ilka  transaounuin  diversion.     Tha  agricultural 
right  Mas  historically  usad  for  a  ttm  aoAths  «ith  constdtrabia  ratum  flows 
going  off   tha  ffald  and  down  tht  river.     Oenvtr  can  only  consi«a  a  portion  of  an 
agricultural   right  batad  on  historic  coniuaptlon.      I'm  concerned  about  whethtr 
this  and  other  water  rights   requ'ramants  wtm  Incorporatod   In   tht  preparation 
of  the  slaulattd  bastllna  data. 


48*1  '°cantl«l  lapaee*  on  tho  rafting  Induatrx  wtrt  conttdorttf  In 
deCalL  In  gotng  fres  cho  DlIS  co  the  SOCIS  (See  Roeponae  Co 
CoeMene    24-1). 
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48-2 


48*3 


Tha  trva  iBoacts  of  those  reie-voirs  ai-a  hlddtn  froa  tht  public  by 
the  ust  of  tht  'slauUud  bastllna  conditions'  to  quantify  tha  lopaets. 
Tha  diffarcnca  In  flow  lavdls  between   the  'historic  flows'  and  tht 
'siajlatad  btstlint  flows*  havt  not  actually  bttn  r«novtd  froa  tht  rivers 
btcaust  pottntlal  upstrtaa  divtrslons  cannot  bt  capturtd  unltis 
au^antatlon  flows  art  provldtd  for  downstraaa  senior  rights.      Projects 
luch  as   thosa  proposed  In   this  E.I.S.   will   bt  ustd  by  wattr  rights  owners 
like   the  out  to  provlda  these  au^Hntatlon   flows.      Tharefora,   tht  reductions 
shown   In   the  E.I.S.   as  'll«ilatad  baseline  flows'   represent  Mjor   flow 
rtductlont   that  would  not  occur  without   tha  subjtct  reservoirs.      Tht 
actual   nagatlva  Ifvacts  cannot  be  tvaluattd  wnttss   total   reductions   froa 
,'hlttorlc   flows'  art  quantlfltd  for  all   iffactad  rivtr  or  streaa  itginantt. 

Tht  E.I.S.    Indicates   that   tht  flows  on  th«  Colorado  t>t;ow  Kr««allng 
will   not  bt  greatly   laoacted  by  either  reservoir  on  a   yearly  basis.      This 
conclusion  Is  based  on  certain  ailiavtlons  conctmmg  tht   tining  and  quantity 
of  rtltaia.      Thest  operation    scenarios    are  not  guaranteed,      t   believe   that 
tht  Middy  Creek  Rtiarvoir  operations  wight  not  ntgatlvely   laoact  rafting,  due 
to  Its   location  and  tha  probabia  tfaing  of  its  captures  and  relaasas.     tt  My 
tvtn  turn  out  to  bt  a  posltlvt  addition  for  July.  August  and  SeptaadMr  flows. 
Tht  Rock  Crttk  Rtstrvtir  would  dtfinlttly  result  In  ntgatlvt  lavacts.  as  all 
additional  upstraaa  divtrslons  on  tht  Hut  and  tha  Colorado  tributarias  would 
bt  rtaovtd  fnM  our  art!  of  optritlons.     In  addition,  whtlt  tht  ytarly  rt- 
ductlons  light   leea  low.   tha  reductions  during  our  coMeorclal   operating  ainths 
could  ftr  aicttd  thosa  figures   and  could  coapleteiy  ellnlnatt  our   Industry. 
This   Is  an  unaitlgattd  nagative   i^act  trfilch  would  bt  tconoaically   destructtvt 
to  our  r«glen,  and   It   Should  be   thoroughly  HMr'tsied   In   the  evaluation  of   tht 
Kock  Crtek  project. 


48*2  ^**  "•>P«'u«  to  CoMtnc  26-7. 


^Q<3  $••  Rtaponat  to  Coaatnca  11-4  and  24-1. 
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48-4 


48-5 


!■  ffvaliMttnf  UMia  projecti  frv  a  Grintf  Comty  peine  of  vttw.  ont 
■itt  first  4utflt1wi  th«  chetct  of  •ItcrniclvM  thit  wer*  ust<i.     The  Nuddy 
Cntk  propo««1    It  only  on*  of  ««v«ril   t1Um«tlv«s.  d*fpit«  Mh«t  «pp«ir« 
tn  tht  C.I.S.     On«  of  thoto  «1t«mativts  li  it  tht  imw  loucton  %t  th« 
ewn-tnt  propoul  but  It  provtdat  «pprot1«ac«ly  20.000  acrt  fMt  of  aMUIonal 
ttor»9«  for  r«l«t1v«1y  llttU  •ddltloMl  eott.     Such  a  prapoul  nould  corner* 
nich  aorv  favorably  alth  the  Rock  Crwk  propoul  and  I  m  confidont  that  th« 
«lwr  District  wuld  balld  tho  nr*  cost  afftet1»o  proitet  ratlwr  than  th«  on« 
dlicusitd  In  Um  C.I.S.     On«  «i«t  atk  how  a  rtallstic  cwvartson  of  two 
proposals  luch  as  those  In  tht  eurrvnt  E.I.S.  can  bt  aade  If  you'rt  not 
ut11tttfi9  th«  aett  cost  tffactlvt  proposal   for  etch  iltt; 

Both  tho  Rock  Crook  and  Kiddy  Crack  projects  could  ha««  ne9atu«  levacts 
m  all   of  SraAd  County  and  thtso   lapacts  h«vt  not  boon  disctisiad  or  quantified 
In  tho  C.I.S.     Au^BtnUtion  reloases  froa  either  reservoir  hUI   reiuU  In 
additional  doMtterlnf  of  aosC  of  tho  Colorado  River  and  all  of  the  Frasar 
River,  by  upitroaa  diversions.     All  of  the  ■unlelpalltles   tn  Qrand  County 
that  dra«  MUr  and/or  dlschar^  sewafo  Into  these  rivers  ttlll    Incur  additional 
expenses  In  thttr  operations  *i  floM  are  rvduced.     These  Include  winter  Park, 
Friser.  Sranby  and  Hot  Sulphur  Sprlnfs.     All   ranching  operations  Mithin  the 
affected  section  froa  Winter  P^rk  to  Kreeetlln)  mIII  also  Incur  additional 
expenses  to  ticiltzc  their  water  rifhts.     (This  l^act  was  well  established 
by  tho  Ulndy  Gap  evaluation  process).     These  ranchers  will  be  further  li^acttd 
by  the  daiiape  done  to   the  fishery  on  their  property.     Fishing  leases  *rt 
Significant  Incooe  producers  on  sone  ranches.     Public  fishing  areas  will  also 
be  daaagcd.     Future  develocvant  and  econoailc  growth  In  Grand  County  will 
definitely  b«  hindered.     An  Upper  Fraser  Valley  reservoir  or  series  of 
rtstnrolrs  Might  alttgate  these  problem,  and  aoney  froa  the  lease  of  tht 


48*4  A  60.000  AF  reservoir  ac  Huddy  Creek  Site  C  la  analysed  In  cha 
SDEIS  and  la  ch«  pcefarrod  aLcarruiClva. 


^Q,e  Thla  evaluaelon  la  nae  aubstanclatad  by  tha  hydrolo(le  analyaie. 
With  Ullllaas  Fork  Raaervolr.  Denver  currently  haa  the  ebLllcy  to 
fully  uclllce  chair  dlvaralona  upatreaa  of  Kraaallng.  Thla 
project  will  not  change  cho  historic  funcclona  of  Ullllaaa 
Fork  Rasarvolr  af»d  will  not  change  tha  dlvaralona  by  tha  Noffac 
Tunnel  dlvoralon  syataa. 

Subatltuelon  of  vacar  Involving  Groan  Nountala  Raaervolr  and 
cho  proposed  raaervolr  vllL  bo  tha  subject  of  an  agreaaanc  bacveon 
Cha  Onltad  Scacao  (Daparcaanc  of  Interior),  tho  Denver  Vacar 
Board,  and  appropriate  other  entltlea.  Condlttona  under  which 
subatltutlon  can  be  aado  will  require  specific  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  cha  Interior  (acting  chrough  cha  Bureau  of 
Raclasaclon)  prior  to  Ivpleaentatlon  of  chla  agreeaont.  Aa  noted 
in  Section  l.L.  Che  SDEIS  Is  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  NEFA 
eovpl lance  docuaent  for  chla  proposed  action.  tf  fucura 
subati tut lone  or  exchangee  are  proposed  which  havo  tapaeca 
different  froa  those  disclosed  In  cho  SDEIS,  additional  NEFA 
cnnpllanca  will  be  required  by  the  Seerecary  of  cha  Xncetlor. 
Tha  agreeaanc  will  be  llalcad  Co  a  auboclcutlon  of  water 
baCween  Green  Mountain  and  Huddy  Creek  Reservoirs.  Therefore,  cha 
proposed  project  will  not  lapacc  cha  referenced  reach  of  cha 
Colorado  River.  Sea  Reaponse  to  Conaant  (•  I.  Tha  proposed 
project  will  not  lapact  tha  Fraaar  Rlvar  basin. 
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48*6 


48*7 


•u^«ntat1on  wattf  froa  one  of  the  current  proposals  alght  be  used  to  build 
In  the  Upper  Fraser  Valley,     lut  what  about  the  lag  tie*  between  the  current 
proposals  construction  and  construction  tn  the  Upper  Fraser  Valley.     This 
lag  tiaa  will  be  very  costly  to  tha  citlztns  of  Grand  County  and  no  Upper 
Frasar  project  aay  tvtr  be  built.     It  Is  Inttrestlng  to  nota  that  tho  current 
proposals  are  supposed  to  attlgate  the  negative  lapacti  froa  tha  Ulndy  Gap 
Project  In  Grand  Coisity.     Tha  Rock  Creek  Project  would  result  In  additional 
costs  to  oost  County  residents  without  one  positive  benefit.     The  Huddy  Crvek 
project  could  provide  additional   revenue  to  the  County  (because  the  Grand 
County  govemaent  owns  MKh  of  the  water  rights  that  would  be  leased)   and 
would  preserve  tha  rafting   industry,  but  It  would  still   negatively  1r«>act 
■ost  of  tht  Cowtty  until  Upper  Fraser  Valley  storage  fs  built. 

There  are  aany  other  facets  of  this  C.I.S.  which  should  be  addressed  In 
dttall   and  I  hope  others  will   key   In  on  these  things.     Things   such  as  why 
should  an  existing  "significant  recreational   resourcs'  like  Rock  Creek  be 
destroyed  and  replaced  by  a  low  to  aedlua  quality  fishing  lake  (pg  4-S3) 
and  a  rehabilitated  Egeria  Creek  that  the  C.I.S.   (pg  4>S7)   lays  'would  not 
r«placs  all  of  the  existing  aquatic  resources  of  Reck  Creek'T    Uhy  Is  this 
profarable  to  Muddy  Creek  where  no  current  recreation  exists  and  the  reservoir 
would  add  1SO.OO0  RVOs  of  use/yearr    Or  why  were  sedlaenutlon  rates  at  the 
RraiHlIng  gage  used  to  evaluate  ledlaantatlon  In  tho  Huddy  Creak  Reservoir 
whan  aost  of  the  sedlaent  loading  occurs  either  below  Che  Rasarvolr  site  or 
within  the  area  to  be  flooded?  A  realistic  evaluation  of  stdinent  loading  can 
only  be  obtained  by  utHUIng  daU  collected  «here  tha  crtek  enters   the  pro- 
posed reservoir  In  this  particular  case. 


48' 8  '^''^^   y*>"  '<»'  y«"f  coaaont 
tha  preferred  altamaclva. 


It  vaa  eenaldarad  In  cha  salactlon  of 
Sea  Rasponaa  Co  Cea»enca  ('l  and  4|-S. 


^g,7  Tha  drainage  area  above  cha  USCS  Kraaallng  gaga  la  290  squara 
allea.  Tha  drainage  area  balov  Slto  C  la  about  26  squara  alias  or 
about  9  percent  of  cha  Cocal  drainage .  Tha  use  of  cha  cocal 
drainage  by  cha  USGS  to  estlaata  loading  to  the  reaarvolr  Is 
eonsarvatlva  and  provides  a  worst  case  ascLaaca  for  CIS  evaluation 
purposes.  The  alcernaclve  USGS  gaga  (near  Kraaallng)  la  so  far 
above  cho  reaarvolr  slcs  that  sedlaanc  loadings  chore  would  ba 
unrealistic.  There  Is  no  existing  data  baaa  where  cha  creek  would 
oncer  cha  reservoir  and  use  of  Chla  point  would  not  account  for 
cha  drainage  area  contributing  directly  Co  the  propoaad  reaervolr. 
Tha  approacn  used  Is  the  besc  available,  represents  USCS  standard 
practice,  and  Is  conaarvatlvo  (Sea  Raaponsa  to  Coaaant  3-25). 
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IMCIIM  •'  tl*  ba  >ra)«tt.  Urn  l**«T  C»M«  rtM"»lr  K»lict  MaU  kt 
rrtfarrtU.     I^iliii  ■   If  ill  •f  t»  laMCtl  !•  lr—4  Ct>mlj  v«  U  to 
M»I<M«.    timm  •  4KIIIM  «•   t*ll  t.M.   BM  to  tolUtoM  VCII   • 
UMiiw^i  it««r  af  patwilil  !»••»■  »MMi-  Utin  m«-Mlr  illM   II 
cawUtM.     Tto  miltlal  l*rai«llH  oaK  ttvaKi  alttor  alUrMClia 
pr«iacu  ar  atlliaclal  iMIIIaaa  U  Ua  cwraM  |ia»alll». 


Comment  Letter  49 


Response 


irr  H.  nuiooH.  o.o.s. 

1201  Orchard  Avwnus 

Craad  Jaactloa.  CO  CISOI 

2«S-2«M 


J«rrT   Sctiwidc    Fornt    Sur*rvli 
■outt    Uclonal    romc 
»5«7    itvat    J.S.    «0   Suica    20 
Stammt   ^rlaga  CO      tOMT 


49-1 


PrnidMit-Crana  Vatlvr  *a«lcra  of  rraat  oaliaiad 
26W  Car>bt»an  Dr. 
Grand  JWKtioa  CO      ClSOt 


Oaar  Ifr.    Sctoiidt 

1»  r-rmif  *all«r  toglvn  haw  IM19   l»«n  an  adwicat*  of 
CBId  mor  ftrtili   pratcntoa.     it  ts  oar  imoMtoa  to  mUtor 
9lo«th  and  dovolo^Mnt    in  Colorado   Ivttli  aa  oro  oo  habitat 
Prooorvatioo. 

I  lo**  atodiad  tha  Rook  CrooK  aad  Waddi  Crowi  o.c.l.S- 
■^•^  Hojoct  Itaa  b»aa  dlaoasaod  at  our  local  iwttlciva.  Oor 
■■■••ro   r«90rd  >ator  aa  a   sacrod   roaoarco. 

I    boltw**   tha  O.t.I.S.   oa  botk  •■»   rraoa  aiM  mmi 
Croaa   la   aall    »rtttoa  and   n»»nliaini  ■■        -ha  docuaaat    in- 
clodaa  attl«at4o«  y<o*aaala   that   aro  acc«»t>olo. 

▼*•  *««  eroo«/»to«df  Craaa  pro}«ct  has  tha  >otantial 
^o   baaaflt   waat    aloaa   vatar   naadi.    »aat    alopa   watar   imili   airt 
racraatton   Intaraata.      Tha  coaatr-irt ton  of  01m  or   both  of    tiiaaa 
prajacta  la  a  banarit   ta  all   tha  paoala  af  colarada. 
Slncaralr 


/:0^i4^A^y^ 


49.1     Ih..*  r«i  far  roar    ■in       r 
tka  prafarrad  alca raariaa. 


aldaiad  la  dto  aalaccia*  mt 
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MX.  Haogerty 
3BI)  HlllviN 
a-rt  Jtrction.  00  aisos 


SqTt.  30.  IW 


V3D  ktot  U.S.  «3.  SutU  20 
StmboK  vnn^,  CD  flD«87 


Dht  n-.  SdMtdt: 


[  J«t  rMd  «i  vtlcit  In  tfld^'t  Qrvrf  Jtfcttan  Oilly  S«*1f«l  iteut  tta  Hodt  Crwk/Hxkly 
Cn*  dM  ttta  Mlcctldi. 

II  tcuM  tik*  to  90  (fi  record  as  opcoslnq  tt«  ftxk  Creek  site  In  ftvir  of  9*  vwl)  Hjddy  OeHt 
nncnotr.    I  m  •  niti«  of  Colorado.  hi«in9  been  bcm  an}  rafscd  In  Dnw.     I  htv*  f1t»«d 
In  tack  Creek  since  I  mis  «  little  boy,  and  [  hM«  tuiud  in  tht  »«<  «««r«  «  l«r^  ftjddy  Crak 
ReitfMjtr  tojid  90.  sinct  I  MU  a  teenaoer. 

Vfillt  I  love  ttv  trout  f  tshlnp  In  Aock  Creek,  vtf  ItJO'  In  %  fwvt  Cqn-la  Cmk  will  nner 
ivlao  It.  I'M  DMlly  icrried  Aout  t^e  am  ti«re  6I9  HjtMy  Creek  l^-n  Mould  go.    As  I  say, 
1*01  vvy  fnlHflr  wItK  t^»  are*  and  ttwt  d«  «auld  wi(]»  out  a  hMltt>  txrulation  of  deer. 
Ihisc  deer  are  wrth  a  heck  of  a  lot  to  t^e  ttwi  of  Krvnsttnq.    Granted.  tr«  u>«t  >ajld 
bt  repaid  earontcally,  to  saie  degree,  with  a  das  viJ  the  recreatml  be*eftts  fnH  tt. 
But  they  could  gtt  tr«  SU  frm  vail  HiWy  Creek,  vd  s*«  the  SU  fTnt    ths  hutting  of 
deer  too.    Havinq  a  da*  on  Pock  Creek  and  wther  dn  91  HiUy  Creek,  and  the  new  itagecoadi 
dn  and  the  dozens  of  <*iwn  already  in  tht  mrt — It's  jist  too  nch. 

M  need  sn  dns.  but  Ift's  not  overdo  it. 


50*1   Th«nk  70U   for  your  coanvnt.      It  vaa  cofuldarad  In  th«   ■•lacclon  of 
thtt  prafarrvd  alt«m«clv*. 


Comment  Letter  51 


Response 


51-1 


Jtrrr  Setaldt 

Porttt   Supcrvlser 

39SIT  tf.   U.S.    40     Suit*  SO 

Sl«utb«v«t  SprliKs.  Co.      e04t7 


Itaar 


farela  v,  rttln 
Stau-test     Sprinrs,  C«. 


u 


it«a  and  tStfl 


Scheldt. 

I  I  weald  like  te  of/Ulallr  aafcalt  ay  vota  /^r  .'fe  <Ua  tt    -jxt  Cra«t  or 

pindUr  Cr««k.      Pletie   read  en.  ~~ 

A  Mter  atortc*  faellitv  it  eittiee  at  these  areei  '♦wiU  enlr  r«rtlier 
apeet  t.*it  lnt«;ritv  ef  aor  wet<rit*>«d,  ee  4.iv  et'  trieac  u&ter.tiaga  .:eta.  -ind 
tat  whatJ  ftM  Ircneritt  eu  m^  t  i1|  »lje  ef  «.t  Aitic*  ctipf  Patio^ailv. 
I  see  nwie.  fee  I  lee  a  /Ithciun.  fluittlr  eaatlnr  Inle  »  fr««-fl9<lne  itrei 
ffepiuad  by  «  ealtr  ua  ^ellutlnr:  .■>o«»tr-teet  esar.  I  see  a  naturaair  -mddr 
streu  helnc  eiakad  *9  at*'"!*  •  herrler^,  u  Ita  cenflrncent.  tfctrr'lni  Iti 
lead  and  fllliit;  tv  the  bettoa  of  this  new  bathtub  »tth  aletfc*' 

neither  lite  ta  prcfXaMe.  Miat  la  pr«rerBble  te  se  !■  that  tern  oi 
thle  ooneT  t^lch  the  Celerade  3i*«r  'ater  Ce«i««rv«t ion  Dlttrlet  Intiata  •■ 
apendlne  weuli  fo  inle  tae  Ida*  of  Cow>er<-atlow.  Inatced  of  altcwln;  and  •» 
ceurt^ins  peexila  te  kee^  waatirx;  uvi  u^in.;  uo  inttr  at  t;>e  eirtent  r»ta  flep 
bT  tfoitdinf  anether  du  fer  th«a.  I'd  like  te  m*  ■  .tate^tde  effort  bf  thl 
•jner.  the  Oevemer  of  CeleraJe.  and  eipcelUly  the  Den\-vr  .later  Heard,  te 
oewe  toward  lets  wettr  uac  per  peteeo-  water  cooservatlea  f«  ui  individual. 
peraoAal   lenl. 

TTioT  ceuid   atart  br  c«ttln-  a^ch  cemmitr  <*nto  •  retere 
double   t^e  cRlaiin*   rett.      I'n   ture    t^{t  vn<lj  le  a  mx'  >||) 
but   now  people  »*euld  tMiit  twice  about  ever^raterin:   tvei'r   tawn«(atid  •trett. 
•Bd    ildrwalS),    runnlnc  a  half-ecptr  dish  or  elothri  itaa-'ier.   er  tuin-   '*  -%|1 
lent  of  oater  te   thrw  iMar  a  fclecne*.      Jhlcl  bfifl-«  re   te  aneiher  pelfttT 
ite  eo«ld  (tart    ln««atln;   >we  new  lechr.ele.rr    into  the  antlr.uaird  and  hlrhlr 
vaateful  plinbln;   Inrtuatrr.      I  ctln^e  then    I   thlni  of  =illlt>na  of  pef^lt 
/lutMni   i\  jillena  of  ^ntcr  down  a  toilet. rsevenl   tlr*i  a  day.     Ihef*  pro- 
bablr  a  rcierveir-fall   rl^t  therei 

Can  rea   tee  er  pclnt,  Mr.    Sc.-niidt}     Je  hare  fcecvie  rof^ln-  oert  tnaa  an 
ever^enatcpllTe  dnla  on  our  Urth't  ecoiratea.     i/»   thlnfc    /t  can   tee?  am 
taklnc  and  altarUf.   ..Ithout    rrcard  for  a  arateo  yihUtt  roai  ralntaln  i   baiaro 
Aim   It  ■111  iwilntaia   thl,  balance-  but   onlr,    uttlratelr,    at  «ut  c«panc*. 

•'•   are  ba-imlnc   to  aee  the  ceniecuencea  of  our  follr-  polluted  and  Cla- 
appearinc  »qul/ert(due  te  Mwlie  asrleoltural  praclleea}«>ich  caa  ne  lonrer 
be    repieniahed.    rl*era  wfileh  drr  ^  before  the?  ean    rcaci   their  destination 
and  cor^lete   the  erele...   :/e're  drrinc  irp  our  nlanet.      Te  tf-e  earth,   letere 
-^ter   Is   life,    that  "e,ns   she    Is  asinr-    ra^l^tlr.     Ami  after  old  sfe  cores... 

let's  not  becoee  juat  anot>tr  In  a  len«;  list  ,f  cr^trlbutln-  factors 
•hen  io<a«ne.  sorx-Asce  .iicda  a  teat  uhlle  reading  tfte  came  of  tfaath  In 
an  ebltuarr  for  i:«ther  Barth. 


recelt  H.   Hali 


51*1     Thank  you   for   your   coaaanc 
tha   prafarrad   altamaclva. 


It  v«a  eoTuldarad  Ln  tha  aalaeelon  of 
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Comment  Letter  52 


Response 


52-1 


LjSbi: 


J4i    lot  fuJ^  Vi^/,.n/-^4 


r><<;C( 


52*1     T^«"l'  y*"  '«'  y*"'  e««»«ne. 
cha   pr«f«rr«4  alcamaclv*. 


le   vaa   considered    In    the    teLecclon  o( 


Comment  Letter  53 


Response 


53-1 


T?,**?.!^*?!.*^ ''/J Vi^r*-,,-'.;;^  :.0'*»fl"«*  p«»«wt'  '•  how •(!»«-•«» . 

''»'■' v.*;' r'v    *■  "T  "'   '      — -■*■    ..'whcfc'it    w\\X    Stfwni-'wa:.FraMr.|ll««r  ' 
V^iiw.  *«'"  rTTr-lwTt?  No!  ■ViifT.  ::;vKlkT  ffirtdcna.  I  asm  ihel  wo«ld  b«  . 
«i(«r  fott»er  ?  I  hopt  *o!  " ' "  '~       '»_  '  jhe  furat  compraunoa.  u  ot«  »»Jlry  li 
:<^/»i,     ■  -  ^'^■•.■"•;7~T!^-''Tr''"     \^-JM  -.moir  .  dlrrcihr  .irffcfcd     Ift-  ,tfi» 
A  Cood  ok'  HIO  u'bvcominf  lunt  «     dfvvntofi  aad  (h«  vooDd  forw  of  oar  ' 
oibc»l-iuu«.:;W«     wKo  (,k»v«     Ofiod    . local  water  lyKcns  s  skndr  thmicmd. 
'CoaniT  hid  better  uan  perwt  "'f^'***— ».jy"-*'**->'-p*>'"t^-'--4!.?^'-t2c^ '■>■- ' 
towfiel'l  fOiBi  on.  1  (oolt  a  auh  cpune  ',^/Ho«e*«r .. then  b  ftJ«ari  comproniM. 
on  '  (Im     Roek  '"  dftfc/Myddy  '   ''ft»k"*>KpQ»|fniiy/ th»  njv^  Otvtnct  vwni  ro 
Reverrofr  pfopouti  on  Wrdnndsv   On.      comnromua  Muddy  Cnrk.ia  favor  of 
>7,  ta  X/HTualini.  ai  a  tearmi  prn<nied.    %^^  Creek.  Ow  inwn  cmnmuBMoen  . 
br  iht  U.S.  Forest  Scmee.  I  ha«e  ■  muctt     ««r«  aaled  to  prrferqwi  liM  Uiter  lo  It 
dearer  ctMiprthemMM  of  ifw  tttaattoa  ■  could  be  inidifd  u  ■  poniMItr  mA  bo( 
aow.  "Rte  rothr-mc  la  «tai  traaspirtd.  u  .  ^fto^mt^tm  a  owe*  Iwiar  Muddy  Oaak 
I  o«denta»d  ll:  ..'4*<      'l*'^*'    prtnect    aotrteoa^e-  -wwrm^mx    la    the 

{<■  '  ' —  ~*.    ,  '-■'•-"  •■*,JL/en»e.  0*e  comwujw  I  rpoke  w4tA  * 

■  luaaJty.  i*^  WIndr  Cap  froteei  U  »anU  to  nrrpon  Mt^tty  Owk  oow,  aod 
lattini  a  banch  of  ear  covary'i  vaier  f  nibwqurw  ooruaa  frtxa  Ute  uk  of  its  .- 
(tpanncaUr  lAM  of  iM  Ffme*  U««r.  «ti«r  lo  [>en«TT  co«kl  rUMW*  ta  Uppcnt 
VaUvT>raad-Madinf-itcio-jio*Uwwt:::Fruer  ^totect/Do  w«  taa«a  a  Mrd  la  oar  J 
Celor«do.  §y-Co*orad»  Suortme  Couil-  kandi  hen  »o«ir«lMr»I-  -'^>:-"^V.  J 
order.  JI0.2  mJUoa  hai-6eeo-m.de  •  *^- '•  ^-i^v:^-  -_  ^.ff^^^'^-f: 
avubbk  le  the  Colendo  Uv«r- Wairr  ^"^ptere  will  be  a  (niblk  heahni  «iib  o'w^ 
coimaujtofieTT  oa  Ocl,'1».'Bt  lp'.».ratJ 
the  Coaniy  Cowribmae  in  Hot  Sulphor  '. 
'  Spnnp.  lodbruttbow  cootpcaaalion ': 
'  v»iclJou  ihoaM  be  uUllzad  /Are  * 


r  drainat*.  Il  b  in  Roail 
CowMT-  A«  ajirm*ti»e  iiie.  Meddy 
.Civtk.  aonh  o(  PC/emmUni.  has  aJio 
.  Thu  a  iiiU  abeal  la  far 


CoftteroattOft     I>bir>ci    to  ;coiwit»ci     a 

"water     iiora|«  mrrwm     aftd     (herebr 

coaapemate  for  the  di»Tn»oa.  The  RJ»»r 

OlitTKi  hu  pr«poied  Reek  Creek  aa  the 

■iw.  whkh  Un'l  r»rti  in  our  coaMT.  ki  ««  (aiidVour  rwiirrboard).  inoef  4nd  ,' 
adamant  rnowife  lo  demaad  of  the  RK*^  i 
Dtiitlct  inoihff  ^«rrMii*eT  Ot  tiWHild 
we  ftgM  (o  tttna*  Uui  ihrcoiapcaMiton  • 
b  at  Irui  wtUibi  ow  coonrp  boaadanca  f  . 
Jl'i  ncM  too  laic  to  BUer  the  p'ftm  So,:? 
!>uf  coamy.  ■  '    «.---'  .^*-.  -i'  ■       • '.  'amie  to  the  hrannf  oa  Oct.- II  aad  htip  ■ 

r^i.  i^-|^t.>;-:    -:,  •.-  vv»  .,     .;;de«Mie.-_-n»e  ,  Foceil     Servkir*»II  ■  be -1 
'Of  the  twa  prepofab.Mad^T  Creek  U'    accepiint  wntint  eowoMau  otUtl  Ocl.'' 
be  fflOM  bemndtJ  for  ot^'n«er  rafllncllA.  Our  «uec^  preooM  lodaV' ead  ewm  ~ 
a  ■  SI    'million     annual'  couniyw'dr  *oior»  prer>Ovt  lo«norTow.'•<lr>:r^,''t^>fc.; 
.baiiMt*.    eouid    ha^e    nummgrn    Tow*     ■■-*  m  I  •;*><-■  ■^"^'-''■-  ^."^  V 
•paicwhU  protecird'al  low  k^et  tlmei    A»^  '  ^  ^j,?^''  -  ?— SJaeerrly. 
-rth  rtMTvoU  .ekam  (Rock  Ore*  b  tool  V  jxW'^  ;'.t*lk:«IO  KAALJTROM  ■ 
Tar  *oww»tf«am).    Ranchen  covtd  ha»e  ,' V*    ^(JV>   ' '"^ •"*.".; ^',.,  '"^  * '  Fraaee' 
the  ume  p*ot««ion.   but  (her  nerd  tO'        *.     .      —  ■  I.'        •»-■         .'  *•     ---^y  - 
know  thai  crriaio  snntmuia  leweti  are 
iralT     |eafanierd..>AppareBilT^lhr 
poweri-ihei-be  are  |tvinf  thent  a  ran- 
traand.  Re*an  lake  peimiuJ  U  there  for 
K/emmllng  wiih  ihe  rrter^oir  (lurfare  ol 
1 .200  »cmh  t>ul  Grand  CJkr  mi|ht  Ka*» 
I  aoaw  compUimi  wrxv  iheu  lakr*  •#•  iitU 
•  iirotsllni  for  lakm.  (I  lutt^t  ihat  the 
\  reterre«  be  Itmiird  to  wem  iiorife  wiih 
I  mmtmem    road    mainimance    ■nd.no*; 
f  evea    om    ptcrwc    ubk    intialled  v  wnid'* 
\  loarnm  dentaAdt  mo**  dr»«top«weni.)  " '• 

\  *  So  murh  for  ihr  Rock  and  ih«  l^luddr.' ' 
TVre  wvfr  a  ftw  «ocaJ  loc^  •ho  vani' 
la  deny  ^'^  rropoub  and  have-ihe  . 
protevi    located    >n    rhe    Uppet.  Fraaer  . 


53*1   Thank  you  for  youc 

tha  prafarted  aLcarrtaclva 


nt.   Ic  vaa  conaldarad  In  tha  aalei:tlon  of 
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Comm«nt  Letter  54 


Response 


Cet»b«r  I,  lo«7 


ofl  IhR  propr?*<i  ^\■: 


54-1 


f^.   J«rry  E.   SehnMt.   Toreit  Sun^r^jor 
Kaatt  1%tiontl  Forest 
295S7   '.  U.3.  %0  .  Suite  20 
Steanb^t  Sprlnc*.  Colnrwlo  POtift? 


Dvar  Hr.  Schnldtt 

I  tm  wrltlnc  to  yeu  tod«7  to  -irFres*  -7  rlew 
project  on  either  the  ?Jx:lt  Creole  or  Mirtdy  Cre-k. 

I  »rtjh  to  it«te  «y  ttront  feellnf^   41H   opinion  th%t  I'akJiI/  Creek 
voqld  be  the  r.oet  loTleal  choice  of  the  two  ^Itertet'Tee.     I  feel  thli 
tfty  beeuisei 

*  Rock  Creek  It  •  hl«h  qu»lltf  eco-reitmree  r^TMsentln^ 
excellent  trout  hkbltet.      It  xoul'l  be   senselesi   to  destrojr 
such  a  pristine  natural  resource. 

*  On   the  other  h«M,  Vu-iiSy  Creek  It  located   1a  an  alret^y 
low-quality  Talley  wnich  supportt  little  vildllfe.  especially 
the  creek  Useir  ir^iich  Is  no  fishery. 

*  S«»rla  Creek  would   present  a   totally  Inadequate  nitif«tlon 
for  the  loss  of  Rock  Creek. 

It  would  teen  to  -ne  that  oTar-.rh el r I nc  eflden-e  wild  dleta*.t  that  the 
dan  be  built  on  Koiddy  Creek  and  not  on  Ilock  Creek. 

Thank  you  for  recordinx  ny  opposltton   to  destroarinc  Aock  Creek  with 
the  conitnictlon  of  ft  dan  better  tutted  for  :-bddy  Creek. 


Sincerely,   froa  1  Concerned  Cltlten. 

Pet«r  y..  uCusi^   ^ 

2;»3  Scmle  Plice 

Lonf-ion'-.  Colorado  90501-3638 


54*1     ^""li  you  tor  7«>r  eotm»tit. 
th«  pr«r<rc«l  •Icanuclw. 


Xt  wa«  eon«ld«r«4  In  tiM  ■•Ivetton  off 


Comment  Letter  55 


Response 


Janes  R.  i.lnvllle 
!  .C.  tox  2673 
Steenboat,  Co.,  80477 

Jerty  C,  Schmidt,  Forest  Supervisor 
Routt  N:,tion«l  .  ocest 

29567  /I.  U.S.  4C— iulte  2C 
Steamboat,  Co.,  60407 

Dau-'Slr:.  .  r. 

IX  would  like  to  qo   on  record  as  oppcslnq  the  tenstruction 
of  •  daffi  on  either  Rock  or  Muddy  Creek  as  p«r  the  draft  ZIS  at 
August  1987. 

Basically  ,  I  an  not  willing  to  aacrtflce  the  environment 
of  western  Colorado  to  water  lawns  on  the  bist  Slope  (Denver, 
Tort  Collins,  Bculder,  C.  Springs  and  suburbs!. 
t 

It  is  uncon^lonable  that  the  U3rs  and  the  Colorado  River 
Viater  Ccnsecvation  District  (  River  District)   would  lower  thcffl- 
selves  to  call  this  project  mltioatlon  for  the  Ulndy  Geo  Project 
when  in  reality  Its  sole  purcose  Is  to  cover  certain  water  de- 
stands  downstream  so  that  yet  additional  water  can  be  diverted 
froia  Olllon  R<»servolr  via  Sobertt  Tunnel  to  Denver:   and  then 
claia  that  it  Is  cnly  short  tern  when  after  25  years  the  chance 
of  getting  that  water  back  Is  infinitesimal. 

East  SftoD*  exsanslon  mania  sh.uld  net  be  pemltted  to  force 
the  '<«eat  Slope  to  "dev^i  .p  now  or  loose"  thereby  disrupting  th« 
slower-paced,  closer-to-Che- land  llfescyle  that  rfost  of  us  live 
here  for.   If  the  East  Jlope  would  truly  like  to  "mitigate"  the 
use  of  lest  Slope  water,  why  don't  they  Join  ut  In  pushing  for 
the  necessary  changes  In  water  law  and  political  reform  that 
would  preiiervc   atcr  flows  and  rl'^hts  for  the  -'est  Slope  4d 
Inrtnltum  without  nwcesscirHy  bulldinq  dams  on  ev^ry  -tide  creefc 
intthe  state  "right  nowl  "  ? 

There  is  a  drive  to  grow  econrmlratly  that  has  gone  haywire 
(the  boom  irentallty  —  the  ouifalo  tn-itfr  -nental  Ity )  r  there  Is  a 
priceless  environment  rich  in  elk,  deer,  flah,  wild  streams  and 
untouchrd  '  ••fcatt  ther<»  Is  the  Colorado  niver  Corsact  which  ap- 
propriates more  wat«>r  than  actually  falls  from  th«  s>:les;   there 
Is  a  dynamic,  vicious  circle  at  work  and  the  drivAng  for-:?  Is 
'"•**"  Olttrlct  (River  District), 

The  charter  of  the  Colorado  River   ater  Conservation/  I  be- 
lieve,d«lt  with  tne  plann'nq  and  constructlcn  of  the  necessary 
water  projects  fir  reclamation,  irrigation,  etc.  in  the  IS 
counties  in  Colorado  making  uo  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colo- 
rado River:  not  to  act  as  an  ana  of  the  Oenver  oater  3oard . 

As  far  as  I  can  see,  your  entire  OtlS  won't  hold  water  be- 
cause it  It  a  doci«ent  tr.lng  to  Justify  a  project  with  little 
or  no  benefit  and  a  great  deal  of  imoact  for  the  area  where  it 
would  be  built . 


55*1  T^*"*'  y*"^  f*'f  your  coi 

the  preferred  «Leern«clve. 


>B»enc.   It  waa  considered  in  the  selection  of 
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Comment  Letter  55 


Response 


55-2 


55-3 


55-4 


rollcwlng    If   •  dlicuitlen   of    cvctlont   cf    the   OCXS   wftlch  h«»« 
1«4   ■«    to    th«    efrov*    concluilenic 

I.   fflftH    STTlee    £iin,      C.f.    we.    }.4.»,    I.IO.    4.J.1    .      *•    itateiS 
In    tFMie    lectioni    cne    Reck    Cr«««    RvMrvoIr    .o«t   r>et    fit    th«   tallt* 

Iftf    rs   pun    for   tra   ere*:    etDaclAnv   thot*   ereei   4«itqnit«4 
41  *r»«    M.      9o*«    conttdecaal*   effcrt.    tl*«.   dat*   end    %AOwl«4'9f 
awit    h«ve    9on«    into   dActlln^    on    t^oM   tfe«l4''4t  Icm .       Aet    >oe4 
le    It    to    atudy    •    piece    :f    l«n4    end   ••>•   ••n*9ea*nt    pl«n«    to 
pr«e«rv«    end    enn4nce    Its    oeat   quelltlei   «n4    thon    )<jtt    throw    It 
•  11    e«>ey    oy    c^en-iinq    •    few   n\»D«rt   on   a   sap.      Soc .    4.). 9.1    teyt 
it   wall;    ~Tha    lnv«tc«tton    of    13T}    ecrai   of    l«f>d    If   «n    i««voLd«ole 
•4*«ia    lo;ect    »>   eeittinq    lend    uie«    w*wld   oaeontlalljr   bo   olL«- 
Inatad.*      Ahr    add    tn«    word   eaaantlallyl 

'•    -UlUa--i2t5  Cro^< 

».       ;rifern«clan    «oout    t  no   elk    uia    of    th«    Pec*    Creo«    area    !■ 
•haccny ;«  .q  .  ,    no    •eet    of    «l7r«t'.on    rootot    end    winter,     iiM^r .    eel* 
In^    ereae    ere    iriciv«de«  and    no    rccwletloM   or    ueo   eatiootaa    are 
qlvm.       Sttte««nta    lt>e    "...it    la    awapo«tod    f»et    twrriclonc    a^j»- 
•or    n«t>itet    ealita     in    aur r '>%««41f o    ereae...'    tp.    «^,ri)     In- 
dleete    lr«de':wete    atudy    of    •Ullire    wee    in    end    •rc\Md    tn*    eree. 

b.  »    t.     p.    4-59     aara    "leea    of     1004    ecrea    "I    fto*t-f9wmt\9« 
Mlldllfe    naoltae  .  .  .-O.JM    ee    cr^aMerod    a    al^nlflcant     i*'act    Peceua. 
of    th«    IMited    quantity    o*    non-forea-    naaitet    typoa    tnat    occur 

In    the    "outt    «.*."        »>.    e.«-4C    on    cno    other    ne»*d    aaye'loaa    «r 
elk    and   wula    deer    BUM*er    r  ano* .  .  ..auld    fro    edverao    ewt    n^eto^l- 

ficant •       Tnaio    two    at«ta*vnta    ere    directly    cont  r  ec  ictf-rv    e/*d 

do^cnatrate     »n#     inaovqudcr    «'     at^y    pf    f^o    wlia:iro    qweatlan. 

c.  p.l-'ir)  and  D.«-4l  9}  tnoly  tKat  ral't-^o  eceee  a/«d 
fall  migration  of  elk  atsnt  be  l»oactod.  :ut  e:eln  no  -a^e  %f 
9tvon    to    hel-    una«rBtan<l    *.nat     f*e    eiiretlovt    pattarnt    are. 

d.  3.a-^«   ra     laya    r-na*  r^t-rt  lo«    -^l-nt     inn'.:>it    Acoae    Iro* 
increaaino    cnatr    preient     I  l  jnt    ua«    of    tne    area.       T-e     :ro«ra*    to 
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i'--*    and     tSrj     tn 
ignaced    «»    In    tne    rs 
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very 

eal*ln 


P.4-S8  9i    save    the    'nuMOor 


nuobori? 

3.    -Uti    lfe->i  uf-;/   Cr-^*      That 

aec.  1.9.2.1  Ml'.h  accoe-oaiiyLng 
received  ccnaideraolo  study  ou 
Chat  IC  all  -orks  o-^t  'ell  .n 
•ay  or  way  not  n»tm  anyt  Inq  r 
BKawpl**  lll'jatrate  "-y  conecn 
^eyacackf  In  one  alace  'jnf)«i> 
Ml^n  the  haystacKs  (lay  * vo  alw 
flr«   caaionlnq.      Soc .    S.l.«.4 


thii  area  la  a  critical  el  t  -  ■ 
•log  areaa  li  ata-ai  clear  r 
•a    a.       T>e   •ltlgetl.-«^    ;tani    - 

ao'^-^o-  :  30  1  •^o  l-rreiai-n 
i?er    and     in    t  ^e    ':e—3't#rt.     -n 

to  -Itn  reality,  I^e  folio- 
?.S-10  »1    Bu;g*ita    -\^':irt 


tt    f^e    elk     ao 

raliod    oof -re       

a     'furslua   (_iv  J    i 


'n<:»    like 


55-2  It  ••luUcUn  (Tlelo  34  Codo  of  FtAoril  RoiuUttooi  (Cn|  r.rt 
III  lOIoI  dU  projteci  rr«H>*4  ••  "•tl»«l  '•"•«  «y»«^*  ^•'***» 
Met  co«for»  to  t»»o  dlroetloai.  iCOf«4or4t  of^d  rildoU^i  t«c  forth 
In  t^e  foroet  rU«  Koa^^df .  •odlfUetlona  .oy  ^  ••*•  l"  th«  •'" 
direction.  •OMBo»anc  »reirrl^tlon4  and  ochot  efMCt.  of  tht 
roratt  riM  U  •r4or  to  occovoAoto  no«  4o-lof^«tf  404  ch«r«lng 
yubUc  Roodt.  Wd  eoiKor  t»i«t  f»r  «•»•  r»4id«4fclf  fdroioo.blo 
f«cuco.   o«ltCli«  im4  M04  i-«iW  ^  •U.lftot.4 


55.3  4a  41e<u*po4  U  lodtloa  J  »  I.  reletlToly  ilttlo  «M«Clt4C 
It  avalloblo  coavofulof  olUUfe  ^4eo  ef  cho  iocb  Creeh  er< 
rereet  Ser-tco  a«%4  Colofo4o  Ol'taton  of  Wildlife  feel  t 
tKat  (ha  fuolltatl«o  daacrlftloo  of  (ho  •lldUfo  %^e  ••  f 
in  the  Dill  le  occorete.  a»d  thot  It  It  tlao  a«ffl«l 
do'ecolnlnf  l«oa<te  Tlkorofore.  there  wee  no  reeao*  re 
eddltloMl  lo|or«o«lo«  of  otldltfe  uee  ef  the  etwdv  era 
Mn  rereeco4  kobltoC  ootf  tho  oU  aod  doer  e^aMor  re««o 
neceeeerllr  cbo  eo«o .  04  T*m  owfteat  Ilk  aMd  door  ••mm 
ln«tv«do  foreecod  ereae  Soei  fereetod  h«0|te<  te  re<«cn 
fereet  ler*Ue  ee  a*  tai»orto«*<  fcobltet  c*^o  far  •a»»»  apoa 
ee  the  etutfr  erea  booo^ee  It  le  o  eaerce  Kobitoc  ir^  «t 
fereet    end    iVkerefere.    ltd    loee    le    lov«tto*i 
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-J- 

two  freclot  Qtaavor  and  yoMsw  -trtloQ  would  off«t  tho  nood 

In  Che  one  C'l<J.-   io  jll  .111  r-  well  as  scon  aa  tro  oik  boTln 

building  dams  and  noscs  for  the   inter. 

<-  -'I'h 

a.   21oina»3  estlfflatas  of  sr  1  ( -sustn  Inlnq  ::rootc  and  brown  trou- 

oro  obovo  30  lb»./dcre  foe  tr>o  stJdy  scJloni  on  the  ?  totol  miios 

of  Rock.  LlCtlo  Rock.  Shoo  and  IcocKlng  and  Horse  Cr*eka:  and 

•  treaift*  with  2C  lbs, /acre  ire  candidates  for  Mid  Trout  ..atecs 

by  CheCac*.   v.'o'ro  talking  about  irreolaceablo  fl:ninw  streams; 

Irroslaceablo: 

b.  The  :araore-hs  on  3p.4-49  Co  51  concerning  trout  habitat 

dot^nstre^m  losly  tnat  nitlve  scecles  I'lll  dlnlnlsh  due  to  lacr  of 

ipawPing  and  recruitment  sotenclal  and  that  stoc-d  so-?ciea  will 

prorably  move  downstream  due  to  cold  vatec  from  the  da» .   9p.4-)3 

and  4-S2  Indicate  that  the  ceser/olr  ItiMf  -111  be  a  soor  flsh- 

4ry  after  the  flnt  f*  ■  y»«rs  and  In  a  drought  yojc  wn-n  they 
pull  the  conaervatlon  pcoVall  tie  flsn  will  die.   men  as  th« 

55-5 

reservoir  refills  tnew-lll  ponon  off  all  native  Browns  -no 

havo  tried  to  reeaCaoilsh  thenialves  and  start  all  oT«r  trying 

to  create  a  poor  quality  fishery  of  rainbows.   As  far  ae  I   can 

tell  any  efforts  to  sell  tcck  Crve<c  Reservoir  as  a  recreational 

area  for  fisherman  -ould  be  pure  hypocrisy  and  a  easta  of  public 

f  undT. 

c.  ?.4iCl  Pi    says  fere  -eiri  bo  1^0    adverse  l:.cacts  of  vator 

quality  which  contradicts  the  statements  on  p.4-)e  concerning 

55-6 

stretlf  Icatlon  and  <»utropnlcat  Ion  as  wnU  as  those  en  p.4-S2 

about  t^ese  dffects  on  r-servolr  fisheries. 

5,  toetla  Cr«e«:--tho  -Itloatlon  of  the  "l  tl-aat  Ion . 

a.  jOc.  't.l.S.Z  says  to  see  sec.  S  .1  .S  for  details.  Jec . 

9.1  .S  doesn't  exist. 

b.  :ec.  5.2.2,  5. 2. J,  5.2.4  If-My    that  Caerla  Creen  can 

solve  all  Che  oroblems  for  lost  w't  lands,  as  -ell  am    .'Ish  and 

wildlife  habitat.   That's  rule-  a  toast  for  an  ar-a  -hcse  pot- 

encial  Is   basod  on  several  brief  lUe  vislti"  (o.5-S,P2}. 

c.  Just  wnore  on  ^gerla  'Creek  win  this  i-aalcal  transfer- 

nation  cake  placel   r.o  mats  or  legal  descriptions  are  7Lven. 

*.ho  owns  It?   Is  It  for  sale!   p.S-S»5  says  U.l  mlirion  would 

bo  noetfed  to  Durchaso  orlvace  land.   The  only  private  t  ind  the 

Routt  tir    map  -,howa  Ls  near  131  and  t-.o  railroad  tracki  right  In 

the  lelddlo  of  a  large  tract  of  private  land  south  of  Tcc-nas. 

55-7 

The  rest  of  ^getla  Creek  la  shown  to  be  on  BL.'>  land  also  sur- 

rounded by  private  land.   T.ro  nearest  oolnt  of  Cgerla  Greet  to 

the  Rock  Creek  site  la  5  to  6  miiaB  west  or  southwest  '1th 

private  land  and  a  railroad  In  between.   The  ccnfluence  of 

Cgorla  and  Rock  Creeks  is  as  ut  IC  ml.  frcm  cno  reservoir  site 

and  IflOO  ft.  lower.   Cnce  you'vo  lmorov*-d  th-  habitat  there,  how 

do  you  plan  to  get  tne  elk  there/  road  signet  more  haystac':sl 

d-  p.5-7  P3  says   cu'll  fence  the  co-s  out.   -Ith  private 

land  on  all  sldos  doesn't  t^at  noan  fences  on  all  sidosi   That 

should  help  get  the  elk  (here. 

#.  p. 5-4  Pi    nootes  IICC.COO  at  the  -roct  cf  haolt«t  l<rorovo- 

mont.   .ihero  does  **^yt    'lottr"  ■  -  ■-  'r-ni   I'leasn  glvo  a  cost 

broak  down. 

5S'5  "•  appreciate  your  coawenc  rieaae  note  tn  the  X0H1  that  rhe 
reservoir  would  noc  bo  totaUir  dewoCered  and  Che  fl^hory  would 
chareforo  not  bo  loec  during  drv  years. 

55>6  ^*  ■•ctlon  referenced  concludea  that  a  aUghtlv  eutrophle  atatue 
tn  a  reservoir  at  chle  elevation  would  not  cause  a  t'l"^^ ^^'"^ 
water  quality  probleo  The  reservoir  aguaclca  aectlon  Indlcataa 
chat  the  reeervclr  would  provide  a  low  to  vedtua  quality  flahety. 
a  beneficial  ispacc. 


55-7 


At    not.d  tn  S.cclon  ).2  (DIIS  .nd  SDCIS).  [*•'!•  Cci.k  .r.a  oould 

•  Ulgac.    atldttf.   and   MClandl   lapacCi.  but   noc  all  ot      tha 
fllharr   lafiacti      Dacalli   or   land.    undar   cona  Idarat  Ion   aa 

•  ltt|acton  aUaa  vara  not  Includad  In  tha  DEIS  dua  to  concarni  of 
prtvata  landovnara  and  tha  Foraat  Sar»lea  that  thla  could  cauaa 
problaaa  In  obtalnln|  thoaa  tanda  In  tha  futuca  It  >aa 
datarslnad  that  tha  altat  wara  avallabla  for  purchaaa 
Additional  datall  on  tha  altlgatlon  flta  waa  Includad  In  Sactlona 
5  J  2.  5  2  3.  and  5  2*  of  tha  SDII] 
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f.    D.S-4  (91    say*    S75,00O  wlM    b»   no'^'dad    to  aonltcr   th«    ttrean, 
th«  n«::t    paraqrach   saya    SS, 000— soma   clarification    is   neadad . 

q.    p.S-3  1^2    lay*   oocr   pnyslcal    hatltat    and    rotslbly   a   watvc 
cuallty    problaia   prevent    Cgarla   CrcaK    (rem   baln^   a    Qocd    fl.hary 

Peasant    fish    Do.ulatlons   and    flov   cnaracterlstics    aca 
net   mr9n   known .      TT^are    s«ama    to   ba    a    gtaat    lack    of    ^^ncwladqa 
about    the    area   and    yat    cna    CtlS   Indicitei   a   graat   daal    ■af   con- 
fldanca  that   Cgerla  Creek   will   nltlgata  all    the   problcni   cre- 
ated   by   tha    reservoir    at    Rock    Cra«^.      Jlth   the    sKatcny    Infor- 
mation tjlvan,    I  do  not   share   th_t  confldanca.      Cgerla   Cemmy.   cotr*m 
across   aa   •    "token   nltl^atlon"   of    cuastlTnabla   valua. 

h.    sac.3.7.1.2  P2    indicates   wetlands    "ara  considarvd    unique 
and   of   qraat   value    to   wildlife.'*      This    In   cinblnattdB'.with   a 
"relatively    limited   distribution   and    ar*al   cover**   puts    thva  under 
tha   rrotectlon  of   tha  Clean   water  Act.      X  would  hop«   that   tha 
fln«l    CIS   would   nr>t    Just    let    this    statasiant    fall    as    the    DCIS   doas. 
If    protected    then    how   can    a   reservoir    be   considered?      A  datail»d 
explanation   would    be   qreatly   appreciated. 

1.    In   general    you   can    play   around   with   fltlgatlcn    tracts 
II    yuu    Ilka   but   where   do   the   elk    and   deer   and   browns   and 
brookies   90    In   tha   "leantime    and    how  do   you   proposa    tc   Qet    then 
back   ance    C<;arla    Is    flaady?      cqerla    is   a    supposed   mitigation   for 
Rock   Creek   which    is    a    supposetl   irltigatlon    for    '''indy    ^ap.      Since 
Rock   Creek   neads   mitigation   that   makes    it    an   impact    In    Itself  — 
not   a   ff'itlgatlon   for    anything. 


6.  Grailnq         Both    site 
Considering    tha    plight 
condennatlon   of   even 
cr    the   el  iminatior.   of 
Just    scell    tha   end    of 
you    plan    to   mitigate    01 
for    other    uses   with   no 
Involved    and    tha    total 
I'm    awfully  ♦ired    of    h. 
itional    rural,    social 
vented    by    nltlqatlon- 
think    it's   a   necessary 
development    in   tn4a   ca 
just   a   matter    of   where 


s   will    impact   grazing    lands    (sac.    I.ll.lfc2) 
of    ranchers   in   Colorado   It  would    seem  that 
.    pcrti-.n   of    a   rancher's   daaded    grazing    lands 
any    of    the    permitted   grasing    l«nds    might 
a    few   more    ranches    lp,4-T5    list  t) ,      Ket 
mly    the   private    land    inundated   or   condemned 
I   study  of  the    spaciftc  ranch  ooarations 
effect    on    their   operation    and    way   of    Ufa. 
larlng    "more    rapid   disappearance    of    trad- 
snd    cultural    con:]ltions   would   nof  be    pre  — 
(sec    4.4.1.5.3}    Cecause   everyone    seems   to 
result    of    unavoidable    development.      The 
e    is    not   neceasary   or   unavoidable.      It's 
you   place  your   priorltlas. 


7.    Visual   -ffect 
Ing    visual    value 
the    USFS    syst 
atterpt   to  place 
of    an   ar-a    so    yc 
tain   nanaqemant 
menagemant    actl' 
tern   came    uo   with 
the   Rock  Creek   s 
voir    lite   neares 
exceed    the    PH   dc 
xceed    the    R 
one   Is   possible 
he    VY-S    if    it    is 


_  I  ^on't  understand  Che  GLK  method  of  astab 
s  and  find  no  help  In  the  DCIS,  I  do  understa 
as  Instituted  a  number  of  years  ago  as  a 
sofTMf  sort  of  value  on  tho  visual  characterist 
u  could  A.qh  them  against  the  imoact  of  cer- 
actlvltles  to  help  decide  whan  and  where  those 
Itles    snould    ar   should    no.,   ba    allowed.      Tha    sy 

a  classification  of  PR  partial  retention  for 
ite  and  R  retention  for  tha  portion  of  tne  ce;* 
t  reate  134.  p.4-SC  sta  es  that  ccnstructicn 
siqnjtion  and  mud  flats  near  134  would  certain 
et  no  nitlgatlon  is  sugqastcd--probably  becaus 
nd  the  ouestlon  Jumps  out — hat  is  tha  use  o 
ot    given    any    valua    in   a    pinch? 


55*8  ^*  973.000  coat  was  for  Mnttorlng  Cgarla  Creak,  tha  9S000  coac 
for  Bonltorlng  Rock  Creak  below  tha  da*.  Pleaaa  tea  Response  to 
Comnenta  22-5.  37-1.  and  37-2  for  ratponaaa  c*  your  othar 
coaaanta. 


55*9  ^*  appreciate  your  eaaaant.  Considering  lapacca  of  tha  proposed 
reservoir*.  In  both  easaa  sufficient  forego  Ifl  available  In  the 
fodoral  allotaonC*  to  allow  the  aasa  aaount  of  grasing  a* 
praaencljr  occur*.  Henca,  no  reduction  In  tha  nuabar  of  eaetla  or 
■heap  that  aoy  bo  graced  would  occur  In  either  ease.  So*a  loa*  of 
gracing  say  occur  on  a  Padaral  allot aant  due  to  proposed 
•Itlgatlon  ac  Muddy  Croak  (plaasa  soo  cha  Huddy  Greek  sltlgatlon 
pl«n) . 


55*10  Tha   valua   of   the  Visual   Raaouree   Nanagesenc    systea.    or   any  visual 

resource  systaa.  froa  an  lapact  standpoint  Is  to  show  If  tha 
proposal  Is  within  tha  systaa.  Since  Che  systaa  would  not  be  aat 
in  this  eaaa,  an  unavoidable  advarao  lapact  would  occur  a a 
discussed  In  Section  4.3.11.3  since  altlgatlon.  a*  you  suggest. 
would  not  bo  po«slble.  Unavoidable  adverta  lapact*  play  a  role  In 
dotaralnlng  cha  Proforrod  AltomacLvo. 
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8.    g«er-«tle 


55-12 
55-13 


a.  ^tfveiop^ng  recroatlcn  seems  to  ba  the  panacea  for  all  of 
Routt  County's  -roblens.   It  is  not.   Wid  lake  recreation  is 
net  the  only  valid  fcr^  of  va*.er  recreation.  Sec,  3.13.1  de- 
scribes dlscarsad  recreation  that,  although  increasing,  is  In 
relative  balance  with  the  wildlife,  fish  and  general  environment 
of  tha  area.   A  reaervoir  woui&  totally  disrupt  this  balance. 
(sec.  4.3.12.1(^1  and  p.4-7i  fpA   The  question  is,  "Zs  It  worth 
it?*-   Sec.  4.3.12.1  and  4.S.4.J  indicate  a  possible  conflict  bo- 
tween  Rock  Crook.  Staaecoach  and  Steamboat  Lake  Reservoirs  for 
visitors.  Hare  w«  have  the  classic  T-shirt -«hop/Chlnese  les- 
taurant  Syndroaia.   How  many  of  each  used  to  be  in  Steamboat^ 
foe  a  lonq  tlno  none:  for  a  while  one  each;  and  now  that  they've 
proven  their  worth  thera  are  6  t-shirt  shops  and  4  chlnaaa  res- 
taurant*.  P«opl«  tend  to  steal  a  good  ides,  unknowingly  ruin- 
in9tha  chancos  of  success  for  themselves  and  those  they  stole 
tha  idea  froa.   A  simple  analogy  and  yet  X  wonder  Just  how  many 
lakes  Colorado's  tourists  will  support.   Only  time  will  tell. 

Cn  the  othar  hand,  dispersed  recreation  In  Colorado  has  been  aromd 
a  1  onq  t  two .  ^  The  state  Is  known  for  it  and  its  econcmlc  worth,. 
thougtVtot  glo\ous.  is  evident.   I  don't  think  speculation  an  a 
relatively  high  elevation  reservoir  with  poor  fishing  is  much  of 
a  bat  in  comparison . 

b.  It  la  difficult  to  obtain  a  clear  Picture  of  tha  efface 
of  this  project  on  raftlnq  both  private  and  corwnerclal  . 

p. 4-31  1*3  and  p. 4-70  last  f9   and  sec.  4.3.12.3  say  Rock  Creek 
will  free  ud  more  Green  Ktn.  9as.  t^atar  which  In  turn  ulli  allow 
more  Oil  Ion  HS:.ter  to  go  Co  Denver  via  tha  loberta  tunnel  thus 
decreasing  flows  and  rafting  on  the  Blue  River.   Sec.  4.3.3.6 
says  Just  the  ooposite.   The  confusion  is  well  Bunmarlzad  cn 
p.B-3  last  ff   where  first  you  say  Rock  Creek  won't  dewater  the 
Dtu«i;  Chen  you  say  withdrawals  controlled  by  the  East  Slooe  will 
leave  too  little  water  for  rafting:  than  you  say  Chere  will  ba 
no  econcmlc  insact .   Old  you  really  mejn  to  put  all  three  state- 
ments In  tho  Sana  ^aragraoh?  On  the  same  page?  book!   Detailed 
clarification  ia  needed. 

c.  It's  Interesting  how  different  dlsctolines  look  at  the 
same  situation.   Take  economics,  cost/benefit  analyses:   p. 

B-2  IPI  scaces,  'It  is  likely  that  scrsam  recreation  sites  will 
bacoao  more  ocarca  in  the  future  relative  to  ressrttoir  ilCes, 
so  that  the  loss  of  stream  fisheries  nay  ba  Increasing  in  valua 
relative  to  reservoir  recreation."   In  other  words,  if  wa  keep 
building  dama  pretty  soon  you  won't  bo  able  to  buy  a  good  fish- 
ing stroaa  bocauae  they'll  all  bo  gone. 

»-  Cult   .  .  -   , 

being  on  the   National  Historic 
Register  means  If  It  doesn't  protect  a  site  fr--"  inundatio 

b.  In  roi;ard  to  p.4-72P2,  if  the  stage  stop  Is  c-ls  unlm 
portant  why  keep  bringing  It  uo7   If  It  Is  Inoortant  Its  pre- 
servation should  be  taken  aoaawhat  mora  seri:usly. 


ul tural--tha  staca  step 
TTTTaasa  explain  -hat 


-would 


10,  social   p. 4-74  ^2  aa 

load  of  local  service  In*  >  ....l  ui.v 

county  and  rs   gravel  roads?   Ever 


ot  result  in  any  .. 

..hat  about  tha  ne 

■y  developirent    attracting 


55-11 


one*  3-26  and  26-21. 


55*12  Placing  a  alta  on  tho  Natural  HlsCorlo  Roglstor  doo*  not  aaan  that 
tho  site  cannot  be  aoved.  Inundated,  or  ocherwlse  lapaeted.  It 
dooa  aoan  that  the  values  of  tho  alto  ause  bo  do total nod  and 
evaluated,  and  aada  available  for  public  uaa  In  tho  future.  Also, 
recent  changaa  In  tho  building  duo  to  huaan  action*  render  tho 
eligibility  statu*  of  the  *tructuro  quoettonabla .  Thoraf ore , 
evaluating  tha  site  and  data  raining  what  valua  It  has  froa  a 
cultural  viewpoint  aay  be  aufflctanc  aid ga don  under  the  law* 
governing  cultural  sites.  The  agancla*  Involved  (SKPO.  USfS, 
ACHP) .  would  aake  Cha  final  dacaralnat Ion  aa  to  what  altlgatlon 
would  be  undertaken. 


55'13^*  <)l*cuBSod  in  Secclono  4.3.17  and  4.4,17  tranaportaClon  lapacts 
to  either  State  Highway  134  or  U  S.  Highway  &0  would  ba  short- 
Cera  during  road  ra  Location  and  daa  eonacruodon.  It  la  not 
anticipated  Chat  nearby  county  gravel  road*  would  bo  significantly 
lapaeted. 
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55-14 


55-15 
55-16 


c..."",  cl.i-.   t«,  ".V.   l..u.'flcl«t  t««.   10  «.l«.ln  th. 
W*€    iyttea   ••    L«- 

*''  'e'l^Kiwa^nefU  •«.lYilii  T>v«  •tnu.l  Ml*  of  ««ter  t»  b«.»«f 
would  Yield  U. '10. 300.  I  tasuld  U»«  <•  *«••  «*•  «•*•  ***•*  ••*•»: 
th«-Pt«er   District:    the  c<»«itl«e:   iM41«ldu«lt}     i*^  c««  MMfflte 

fe«    nfK»4    without    Rno»lA«    ■*>•    -jets    th««- 

».    ».».)  ra    steiee    sl^ly   «»»•»    l«»   •'   «»••»•*<    •«*    •*• 
,•««    K«t4s    -•>jld    M   aktlQetv^    «h« .    tMrefor*.    ««•   cost.      1 
dkaaqr**    that    ell    wildlife    U9*ctl   will    h3*«   »**n    t*tellT  •!<- 
I«ete4. 

c.    -^At    ebout    th«   «*^r*4etlm   ef   th«   «l*u«l    rt»««irc«   •• 
^r    VT<S1      •AAt    price   «*   ««    put   a»   !•••   ef   •   »c««la   «*I1*T  ^^ 
cany-Mil 

«.  e.«-'Tifi  -Thus,  MAiie  |K«  effoct  M  cMtetrwcti  n  »ewtd 
te  Blvniricent  for  t  *•  indt*  t«>Ml  ■ ,  It  «*«td  Ue  e**!!  r*l«tl«« 
t«    tf^    cetel     ceuwtf    activity.     t«.y»*« 

e.      nor*    '.a    •■pr*e*««    In    tM«    3C:t    th«l    ree«cv«lr    r*€r«etla»- 
Iftt   would    tp*A4    avney    locelly.      A*   c«»c«r«e   ■«vt  t    Ce.,    ae— t 
tpvnt    By    *9c«    Cr«^*    *••.    visiters   v««ld    >ro*«»ly   ke    s'^tt    l* 
■  rv»*ll'»^    •«    "-^^■♦^    ?-»   lAy    •<>«•?    Ce.    tMws.      *ls«.    visitors    lost 
tro»    .t«a»09«t    U««M    to    »9C*    Cre«>    •««l«    ar eo—l*    «•    t>M    •«■• 
rosu:tlnq    m    ■   net    loss    r  »r    sowtt    Co.    Ip.s-H    leet  #i. 

t.       •'Hot    cost    do    )Ou    pl«c*   on    loM    of    tro«ktio*«l    rvroL 
•ocleL  oAtf    cultufsl    cherectorl 

II.  Ci^uietivo    UttiM 

« ..    ^vc  .     I  .S     ;c  ;nt  i    out     t»»e    oost    critlcsl     rio«    lo    the    iros- 
OMt-^Ay    plann    n^    rroceOurva    t-r    •••t*r    pr*)oc««     Im    Color  kOo . 
Tito    tloo    »rv«n    tno    dls*l*ce4    oil    C9wl«    sl-^olr    vo**    to    l>^«    •vovt 
velley    is    c^^inf    to    an    «*i  .       r>>«ff«    are    f  sr     too    «OMy    oelsilM^    v«« 
plo#t««o4    prolocts    te    tctoro    the    e^^ui  ^tl^m    |i»o«cts    •t    ••«n    on 
tno    ctherr.       r>4    tt-jdr    «ceis    coeoo    for    tiM    t«o    sites.    t*t«r«ro#e. 
•re    tnedo^uet*    sno    of    little   ooem^^. 

b.     :    *>s**    not    Y«t     had    tl*o    tr     review    t>^    >*otro    ellte«    d»M*«r 
•star     S^/ppiy    CM    but    t'.-»vf    «.).!     In    tm*    Cll    (e.«-l«lt     is    r  sr 
ttom    reeasurlnq.       If    this    oos    savwi    «ll     protects    <9^9i4»f4    t^oM 
Its    veluo     is    ouest  lo^^eete    es    It     leevos    owt    oelor    eslitii^    pre- 
Jects.-OrQ,.    Olllon.    .Illleas    Tor*,    «1m*   f«s«   et.el..    i^%»    Orstpy, 
ft    -11. ow    Creo*    to   n«o«    to«o    resor*oirs    se    ootl    as    iwMorows    sal 
areas.       A|«o,     table    4.1.L     la     lf*<o*pr*rtonslftlo    to    tm    ■ItKa,^ 
further    a* planet  I  en. 

e.    HoM    valid    can    it    (M    to   4lacwss    loca    Croo«    an«   i>^Cf    Crooa 
as    altematlvoa    to    -Itl^st*    '  ln4v    'Sap    onan .     l*     Sivv     Iroo*     Is 
built.    4    largo    reservoir   oay    still    bo    ouraood    <m   nuaot    'rooa' 
(aoc.    4  .3  .4.4  p2i  * 

A   ooratorlt.*    should    bo    cut    Into   effect    en    all    voter    protects 
preoosed     :y    the    Denver     'ater    boar-l    and/or    *f«o    iv«tiel9Sl     S.i«41a- 
tclct    until     aucn    tlMO    as    coookete    vater.    fl^n.    Sltdtlfe.    rocreatlo 
and    eccnoolc    studios    of     a    sce^o    sufficient     tc    oo    valid    :an    tm    eo«»- 
?l*t*d    and    iKOde    avalljolo    to    those    itudyln^   eacn    irvdlvitfoal 
project . 


CfM  .itWr  r.t.r»«lr.     —  ft  ••tl««w  «•■  *•  ••*•   '•'  >•••  •' 
•  liual   r*M<iCc«t  •r   (b«   r»f«l   tfc«tM«»f  •»  ••  •"•■      mUUCt 

MwiMlc  iMt  cmU  W  «(crlkM*4  la  «tl41tC*  l^MCa  kiM  l<  <MiiU 
MCtrr. 


QQi^glk.     r...r..lca     ...    •< 
f.r*.llt*tl.*   .f    ••.If.M 

•Os'iB    la   T<*1«   •    <    I.    *m* 


ll.a     all     ..t.     k.lK      .!■.•      t.     < 
«4«l    f.*t.«         T^.*    .««    I..  1     ai i    I. 

»*t    •«•    ava    »».<■.    ava     t^aairti.tl* 
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Response 


55-17 


Lr  cone!  us  la 
CrooK/^.uddy  Crook 
•'Indy  Ca:  or  cro 
th*  cast  Sloco  to 
fore*  the  Twin  To 
thot*  roaorvolrs 
change  and  Creon 
It  appoars  as  tho 
on*  of  ^nes*  tMo 
dltional  roservol 
4.3.i6.1  says  It 
r*s*rvolr  would  1 
p. 4. 10  p*    mention 
troetduras  and  0* 
Colorado."   And 
iddressed.  In  tni 
Cctaic  or  r'uddy  Cr' 
of  th*  Colorado  « 
the  d*tall*d  anal 
ar*  the  altornati 
OCIS  bocaus*  this 


.7. 


>n;     t-tero     Is    »tezn-z    cuestlon    *hother    the    *ock 

Reservoirs   w*r*    truly    mtondod    to   mltlgat* 
m*r*ly    part    of    lone    plannod    nano*uv*rs    by 
I  o*t    T-or*   water    fr-suqn    *ob*rts    Tunn*t    tni    thus 
Ti(s    project,      p. i-'.O  1^2:^2    InClcat*    th*    use    of 
In    two    jcn««*s    i-i:ita*«B    Fzek    to   Clllcn    _x- 
Utn   vxcnang*)    to   ootain   nor*   water    for    Uenver. 
ugn    th*    Cast    Slopo    otans   en    'Indy   Gao    and 
pro)9*ts    and,    as    if    that's   not    enough,    an    ad- 
r    on   Musdy   Cr«*it    (»9C.2.4),         p. 4-74.    »*c . 
all    in    a   nutshall:    "Th*    r*l**a*s    froa   th*£'"'' 
Ikoly   never    b*    used    In    th*    two*county    arv*...." 
a    r*    ort    entitled    "A    Study   of     .at*r   O*v*lo?»« 
and    Projttctlont    in   th*   Colorado   Rlv*r    Sosln    in 
hat's    th*    last    tlm*    I    can    find     '*at    Slco*   n**4» 

OCXS.      Soni*thing    basic    Is    laciting.      If    Rock 
celt    is    to   nitigate   windy   Cap    for    th*    tanefiC 
iv*r    -^ator   Conservation   District    then   wh*r*    is 
yals    and    plan    for    rhat    Uiitrlct's    n**ds7       ■h*r* 
OS    to   m*et those   noods    ll:t«d7      Not    in    tnla 
projoct    is    for    th*   o«n*fit    of    th*    Last    klop*. 


53*^7  ^*  Purpose  and  K**d  section  hae  Seen  etpan4o4  In  the  SDIIS  (See 
Section  I.}).  Th*  docuaonC  r*f*rence4  is  not  used  as  Che  basis 
for  th*  U*st  Slop*  d*Mtn4  tn  th*  SOUS  (See  Ros^nso  te  Ce^ponts 
2-}.    2-11.    and   2-14. 
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Response 


Slcphea  Lunttr 

tlOSt  rMlStn«cStiiu3lO  •  Dcmrr.  CvkmdA  MSM 

303-3SO-M27 


October  19,  1917 


Jarry  I.    SehsKt 
faratt  Saparvlaor 
laatt  NacLoaal  Fereat 
19SI7  W.  US  *0  -  Suite  20 
Staaaboec  Spria|a,  CO  80k87 


Itt   lock  Creek 


Daar    Mr.    Scb«14t: 


56-1 


1'b     vrldai      ta     voice     mj     oppaeltleo      ta      tka      laek     Crae 
prapaael . 

Whan    eccertabla    elternetlvee     ere    •vellable.     like    Hu44y    Cre< 
■ekee     little     tenee     to     daatrey     •     healthy     aa4     yrodvcttva 
(labory    sn4    racraatlonal    area. 

The     freyoaari     aitltatloa,     Inerila     Creek,     la     ea    lae al t     ■ 
wbolly    ua acceptable. 

Hutfdr    Creek     aptly    dascrlbaa    vhat     IC     la     in     an     evariraaa 

abuaed     «elley    and     auprorta    no    fishery.        Mew    toek    Creak    cai 
b«    aarloualy    conaidarcd    la    beyond    aa . 


56*1     Thank  jom  for  your  coaMnc.      tc  «■•  eofuld«r*4  In  thm 
cho  proforrod  alcanuclTo. 


Comment  Letter  57 


Response 


57. 1 
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At    Mar  low* 

9371    W.    Jewal I    Pl«c* 

L«tc*wood.  Colorado  80227 

303-985-2636 

OctODOr  13.  1997 


Jarrv  C.  Schmidt.  Forest  Suporvli 
Routt  Nfttlon«)  rorast 
29587  W.  US  40.  Suit*  20 
Steamboat  Spring*.  CO  00487 


0««r  Mr.  Schmidt, 

I  Attended  the  recent  meeting  on  Rock  Creek  here  In  Denver 
and  wish  to  thank  you  for  tfia  opportunity  to  express  my 
opinion  on  the  proposed  Rock  Creek  dan.  At  the  meeting.  I 
expressed  my  opposition  to  a  aan  on  Rock  Creek.  I  also  said 
that  I  have  no  opposition  to  a  dam  on  Muddy  Creek,  as 
described  In  the  Draft  EIS.  although  I  do  not  support  it. 
either. 

In  1963.  I  moved  my  family  Co  Colorado  from  Texas.  In  Texas, 
the  only  fishing  experience  we  had  was  on  large  reservoirs. 
The  first  few  years  (  fished  in  Colorado.  I  sought  similar 
types  of  fishing  locales,  not  being  aware  of  the  potential 
quality  fishing  available  In  ColoraOo  streams. 

I  discovered  Rock  Creek  by  accident  In  1966  and  have  been 
hooked  on  stream  fishing  since.  My  wift  and  I  were  able  to 
give  our  children  an  education  In  flsning  In  the  Rock  Creex 
area.  They  learned  skills  they  •itlll  use  In  other  areas. 
After  learning  to  catch  fish  on  bait,  they  graduated  to 
spinners,  and  later  to  fly  (Ishlng. 

ny  concern  Is  that  small  streams  like  Rock  Creek  em 
preserved,  undamaged  and  free-flowing.  There  are  few  streams 
In  Colorado  of  similar  slxe  that  have  the  quality  of  fishing 
available  on  Rock  Creek. 

The  suggested  mitigation  for  the  loss  of  Rock  Creek.  Egeria 
Creek,  cannot  be  seriously  considered.  Even  If  the  habitat 
can  be  Improved,  nothing  can  be  done  about  ov«r-grazlng 
upstr*am  on  private  land  that  Is  not  part  of  the  mitigation. 
After  10  or  20  years  of  habitat  improvemant  work,  this 
stream  will  still  not  equal  the  loss  of  Rock  Creek. 

I  have  studied  the  OCIS  and  feel  It  Is  comprehensive  and 
thorough.  Howover .  I  htvm    found  one  section  that  I  (eel 
deserves  further  study.  Having  a  degree  In  geology.  I  was 
Interested  In  the  geologic  study  done  at  the  proposed  Rock 
Creek  site  and  dls^oree  with  some  of  the  statements.  On  page 
3-3,  In  dincussing  the  geologic  fjults  In  the  area.  It 


37*1  Thank  jreu  for  your  comment. 
the  preferred  alcamaclvs. 


Ic  was  considered  In  Che  aeleeclon  of 


57*2  "•  appreclaea  your  comment.  Addltlottal  atwdles  ««rs  csnAMCsd  *• 
Cgerla  Creek  co  define  Ite  ftehery  ■icltatlon  pecenttal.  Ttieee 
atudlea  and  their  raaulte  are  detailed  In  Seeclen  3.1.1  of  cha 
SDEIS.  Hoca  that  Che  SOEIJ  agraea  ulch  your  eemmant  that  Igerla 
Creek  would  not  fully  ■ItlgaCe  the  loss  ef  »»ek  Creek. 
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Response 


57-3 


574 


57-5 


•tatts.  'Thl«  fault  trends  acros*  tht  Llttl*  Pock  Cr»«« 
Vallty  aoout  tOO  vara*  oovnstrvaa  (ron  tfta  propoavd  das 
•  It*.*  I  hav«  piottad  fault*  In  th*  araa  on  •  topo9raptilc 
RMP,  uPlftQ  US  G«oloolcal  Survey  m»p    1-972  ««  ny  data  9ourc« . 
uttieft  WAS  coavliad  In  197«  dv  tn«  lat«  Oodvn  Tw«to.  His  m«p 
Indtcatia  •  9vat*«  of  faults  rvlatvd  to  tn*  Gore  Ranne 
uplift,  a  nuMDar  of  wt\ich  dlractly  undarllt  th*  proposad 
raaarvolr  alta. 

Bacauaa  Colorado  la  In  a  aalvnlcally  act  1  va  rtdlon.  *-*mn 
thougrt  noat  activity  Is  of  low  aiagnituda.  I  tiallava  tha 
potantial  for  itiovamant  on  thaaa  faults  naada  to  ba 
dattralnad.  In  tha  lata  19«0-s.  cha  Darby  Fault.  In  Adama 
County  waa  awda  actlva  by  Injactlon  of  wasta  watar  from 
Vocfcy  Nountaln  Arsanal .  Saloalc  activity  waa  In  th*  i 
4.0  to  f.O   aiagnitucM  on  tha  Richtar  acala.  what  will  happan 
In  tha  fault  aystan  covarad  by  tha  propoaad  raaarvolr?  win 
sufflclant  Iaaka9a  occur  to  atlnulata  anvamantT  SInea  this 
■•«ua  la  not  aodraasad  in  tha  DEtS.  1  faai  It  la  a  poaaibia 
raaaon  to  disaprova  a  dAa  on  Rock  Craah. 

I  alao  avaluatad  tha  alta  proooaad  for  tha  Muddy  Craak 
Raaarvolr.  Tha  aa*a  nap.  t-972,  Indlcataa  no  fault*  that 
would  ba  aCfactad. 


of 


Anothar  araa  discuasad  on 
tamparaturaa  downatraMi  fr 
Projactad  watar  tamparatur 
about  40  da9raa9  F.  In  my 
a  racoroad  watar  tampai 
nriBorlal    Day    and   Labor    Day 

pactad    in    tha    ran^a    of 
mora    than    tha    40    dagraas   F 
hava    found    f I 9h    (aading   ac 
temparaturaa    In    tha    ranga 
an    Rivar.    wntch   has   an    a: 
laintalnad   a   watar    tanpar' 
this   yaar   of    49   degraas    F- 
tamparatura  of    40  oegraaa 
fisnary    in    this   section    of 
agraaotant   with    tha    DEIS   on 


paoas    4-40    and   4-41    concarns  watar 
on    tha    propoaaa   r»s*rvolr. 

tatad   to  b*    4   oagraea   C.    or 
yaars   of    fishing  Rock    Craak.    | 
aturts    In    this   sactlon.    Batuaan 
.    watar    tamparaturas  can   oa 
5    to   68   cagraas   F.    conslaarabiy 

projactad    fran    tha   outflow.    I 
tivlty    to   t>9   graataat    at   watar 
of    55    to   62   dagreas    F.    Tha    Frying 
cat  1  ant    tall- watar    fishery, 
tura    in   August    and   Saptvmoar    of 

Basad   on   my    axparlanca.    a   watar 
F  will    not    ba   conduetva    to   a    good 

Rock   Crtak.    By   axparlanca    la    In 

thia  niattar. 


Aquatic   biology    of    Rock    Craak    is  diacussad   on    pagas   3-67 
through    3-70.    Not    discussed    in    this   sactlon    is   scream 
antomology.    While    I    have    not   made    a    formal    study   of    tha 
Insect    1 1 f a    In    Rock    Craak.    in   my    yaars   of    fishing.    I    have 
found    aavaral    spaclas   of    stonatly.    mayfly    and   caooisfly    in 
addition    to    the    files   of    tha   order    dlpterafmosoul tos. 

logas.    gnats    and    files).    Ail    of    these    Insects   are    Important 
food   sources    for    the    trout    In    Rock    Creek.    SI  I  tat  Ion   during 
tne    construction   of    the    Rock    Creek    dam  has   a   high 
probability    of    being   damaging    to    tha    stone-    and   mayfly 
populations.    A    quality    fishery    is   dependent    In    part    on    a 
food   supply    for    the    trout.    It    Is   vary    likely    that    Insect 


57-3  ^*  praaenea  af  faulting  In  cKa  foundaCton  af  th*  Rack  Cr*ek  ilta 
haa  nac  bean  conclualvaljr  allslnaCad.  Future  iubiurfaca 
Irrreatlgaclotu  eofxluctad  during  tha  daalgn  phase  and  excavation  of 
tha  das  foundation  durln$  Cha  conatrucclon  phaaa  could  dtieloaa 
cha  presence  of  faults  at  th*  Rock  Craak  site.  Faulting  alone, 
however,  la  not  considered  a  "fatal"  flaw.  H»nj  dama  are  build  en 
faults  vlch  no  advarsa  conaa^ancas .  Tha  possible  presence  of 
fauLclng  in  cha  daa  foundation  la  conaldarad  an  Ivportant  daalgn 
Issue  and  would  be  addressed  hf  future  scudlas  If  Che  R*ck  Creek 
sic*  ware  poralccad.  (See  Supplamantery  Lnforvaclon  to  Section 
3.2.2    In  Chapter   2.0  FtIS). 

Although  reservoir- Induced  aalsmlclty  has  been  observed  In 
aaaoelaclon  with  a  nuabor  «f  vary  large  raaervolrs.  Induced 
•elsalclcy  la  not  ballevad  ca  ba  a  ■Ignlflcant  problem  ac  cha  Rock 
Creek  and  ff^ddy  Crook  sltea.  The  DEIS  (Section  3.2.3.6,  page  3-8) 
addresaed   reservoir* Ittduced   selsmlclty: 

'Fcevlous  studies  of  docuaented  cases  of 
reservoir  Induced  selsalclcy  suggest  reservoirs 
of  at  least  1. 000. 000  acre-feet  cecal  volume  with 
watar  deptha  of  300  feet  or  greater  located  In 
actively  extending  geological  cerraln  are  aost 
likely  CO  ba  associated  with  Induced  events.  The 
aaall  alze  of  cha  proposed  rassrvolra  bath  In 
teraa  of  depth  (aexlaua  depth  <-  175  faec)  and 
voluaa  (aaxLaua  voluaa  -  SO. 000  acro'faet) 
■uggeoc  reservoir- Induced  aotsalcLCy  should  noC 
bo   a   significant  haxard." 

No  avldanca  la  available  Co  suggest  lapoundaanc  of  Rock  Creek 
reservoir  will  cause  aoveaanc  on  mapped  faulcs.  The  SDCIS  lists 
Huddr  Creak   aa   tha   praCerced  altamaclv*. 


57*4  Thank  you  for  your  coamanc.  It  was  considered  In  cha  selection 
of  the  preferred  aicernaclve.  More  definitive  teaperatura  data 
are    included   In   tha   SDEIS    (Sea   Section  4.3.3.5). 

57.5  Aquatic  Insect*  would  noC  be  s  Ignl  f  icancly  Impacted  by 
sedlrtenteclon  during  daa  conatrucclon  since  the  aaounc  of 
sedlaent  chac  encers  Che  scream  would  be  alnlalted  by  proper 
erosion  control  meeaurea   (aae  Section  4.3.3.5). 


Comment  Letter  57 


Response 


Ihabltat  destruction  will  further  deteriorate  tha  Rock  Creek 
■fishery.  This  issue  Is  not  aodressad  In  tha  DEIS. 

Tha  reasons  dlscu««Pd  represent  a  few  of  the  objections  I 
r\tv0    to  tha  comtr-jct  Ion  of  a  oam  on  Rock  Creek.  I  request 
that  you  dacioa  to  deny  a  permit  to  build. 


A I  nan  owe 
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Commei 

It  Letter  58 

A  OaTA  check 

•^05  W  COLFAX  STE  101 

DENVER  CO  80?0<i  ?2AM 

1-007219I2»5  l0/?2/e7 
Tnw«  OENVEH  CO 

THX  ESL6?9t 

JEORv  SCHMTDT 
ROUTT  NATIONAL  FOREST 
JP^ST  "EST  US  ao  STE 
STEAMBOAT  SPRINGS  CO 

20 
80087 

58 

■  1 

FINISHFO  DEIS 
PLEASE  SUPPORT  MUODY 

PAMELA  MARTIM 

\ntlb    FST 

MGHCOMP 

CREEK 

Response 


58*1  Th«nk  you  for  yeur  coaaane.   It  Haa  eonaldarad  In  eha  lalaccton 
of  cha  praCartad  alcarttaclTa, 


Comment  Letter  59 


Response 


59*1 


JtL^i.,  Jl*. 


.  ty^  t-.^^- .^  Aj.  fftFo-A-^ 


■^"Jl 


ftxj  J*.1*.<J. 


59-1 


Thank  you  for  yout  eoMant.   It  »aa  eonaldarad  In  tha  lalaetlon 
of  cha  prafarrad  altamatlva. 
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Response 


Comment  Letter  60 

Mr.    Jerry    C.    Sehattr                                                                    21    October    1997 

Foreet    Superviier 

Bt.     National    rorest 

29SS;   Wear    U.::.    40 

Steonboot    Springe,    Colo. 

80497 

Dear    Hr.    Sehnltt; 

In    records    to    the    Foreet    Service   decision   on    the    Huddy   Creek    or 

60-1 

Rock    Creek    doa    «ites,    we   would    like    to   90    en    record   as    betnq 

opposed    to    both   doa    eltee.       Neither    site   will    benefit    Gtond 

County   OS    they   ore    too    for    to    the   West    of    the   oreas    bein^ 

"de-wotered**    ond,    consequently,    would    only    serve    to    furrher 

dry    up    the    Colorodo    River    thru   Crond   County    by    pfovidlng    re- 

plocenent    water    down    streoa    to   ouqaent    further    diversion    in 

upper    basin. 

Our    ranch,    ot    the   confluence    of    the    Blue.    Muddy,    ond   Colorado 

Rivers,     is    short    of    woter    this    year,    ond  we    fsor    even   qreoter 

shortages    in    yeors    to    cooe    cs  aore    and   «ore   water    it    diverted 

tost    ocrosB    the   divide    and    thus,     lost    forever    to    the    Middle 

60-2 

rork    Volley    ond    points   West.       U*   Muld    like    to    see   one    or 

More    of     the    proposed     leservnirs    built     in    the    tost     vnd    of 

Grand   County    so    that    the    released  water    would    travel     the    whole 

length   of    the   Colorodo    River    ond    benefit    everyone   along    the 

woy. 

However.     If    It    eeaee    down    to   0   choice   of    having    to    build    one 

or    the   other.    Muddy    or    Rock    Creek,    we   would    ask    thot    you 

60-3 

approve    the    Muddy    site,    as    it    will    benifit    ot    least    a    twill 

port    of    Crond   County.       The    present    Muddy    valley    site    near 

KreMAllng    la    an    ugly    place    which    0    reservoir    could    only    inprove 

whereat    the    Rock    Creek     titc    is    beautiful     ond    envirorwentol ly 

productive   oreo  which    should    not    be    Inundotod. 

Mr.    t   Mrs   John   NcClroy                        ' 

BoK    213 

KreMllng.    Colo.    60459 

P.S.       ue    were    told    that     the    originol    proposed    Atute    doo   woe 

to    hove    hydro    electric    generollng    foeilitlee.    r«a    eentllon 

60-4 

hot    been    sode    thot    either    Muddy   or    Rock    Creek    doos    hove    hydo- 

electric    copocity.       We    firoly    believe    that    no    doo    should    ever 

be    built     in    this    country    again   without    electric    generating 

eopobilitles. 

Response 


60*1     Thank  you  for  your  co»»«nt.      It  «•■  con»ld«r«d   In  tho   i«lectlon 
of  tho  proforrad  altamatlva. 


aQ,2  Vtth  UUUaaa  Fork  Raaorvotr.  Donvar  haa  tha  abtltCy  Co  fully 
uclllxa  chair  dLvarilona  uptcraaa  of  KraBallng.  Tharafora,  cha 
proposad  projacc  will  noc  lapacc  Cha  rafaranead  raach  of  Cha 
Colorado  Rlvar.  Tha  proJacC  will  noC  IspacC  Cha  Frasar  Klvar 
bailn   (Saa   alio   Raaporua    co  Co^aanca   6-1   and  41-3). 


|*^,<«     Thank   you    for   your   coaaant. 
^^    **     of    cha   prafarrad  alcartiaciva. 


It   waa    conatdarad    In   Cha    talacclon 


AA.X      Currant    plans    for    cha    Rock   Craak    atca    and    cha    Nuddy    Craak    sica 
do  not    Includa   a   hydroalaccrlc    factllcy. 
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61-1 


Hr.  Gary  CacitU.  lt««laMl  Foruter 
Rocky  NoutUin  R«cian 
USOA  rorrat  S«fvtc« 
tllTJ  W.  Ith  Av«. 

,  00    10225 


Gttn  A.  Wller 
2264  b'tllew  UMxf  M. 
Grand  Jimclon.  CO    llSOJ 
i9i7 


Iki     iodt  Craak/KcMr  CrMk  DOS,  !/•? 


Um  m,  Cm|111i 

I  •nmcUta  tht  opportwtlty  to  r«vl«w  tlw  atev*  OCU,  and  aapactally  a^ 
pnAiaM  tha  mtaBalon  o(  tha  conank  poriod  u  U-9-47. 


GDOAL  attCKH 

1)  Tha  diacuaslon  of  potential  water  <|uelity  affacta  «n  4oMistr««i  uatar  uaas  la 
diaappolntlM.     Parhapa  thU  Is  duo  to  tht  lack  o(  uattr-quaUty  ii^t  aa 
Uatad  In  «.0.     Tba  refercnead  Du«-OetS  (19M)  mc  atao  lacking  In  audi  a 
dlacuaalon.     OaajLatLvtly,   thaaa  upiCraaa  poojocu  fill  wtthoM  4mm  advora- 
ly  affack  tha  water  quality  avjilabla  to  dowiatraaa  afrleultura.   industry, 
and  i««ileipalltl»s.     These  users  dasorvo  to  faa  flvan  a  taehnieally  valid 

boat  aatlaata  of  the  quality  of  their  futuro  watar  ai^ly*  aa  da  tha  daclaion- 
■ak«r«  Involved  In  tha  NE?A  procaaa. 

2)  It  appears  that  "eichanfe  wdtar"  fixis  either  site,  but  In  particular  fnaa 
Muddy  Orrck,  wlU  not  be  of  mm  yood  quality  aa  tha  currant  releaaas  (rrm 
Grrcn  'to*«italn  8«»er\-olr.     ~or  txaoole,  Cc««n  Houncjln  ralaase  witer  appears 
to  contain  ebout   100  iH«/t  TDK;    Rock  Creek  llcserNvlr  outflows  «ney  contiin 
about  20O*  miA  TDSi  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  outflows  nay  contain  leore  than 
SOO  m%A.  11)5.     Tha  Greon  Mouitaln  outfloua  iocluda  tha  effects  of  reservoir 
•vaporatlon  and  reservoir  bottaa  laachlaf .    Tha  Rock  Creok/Hsidy  Croak 
eatljvtes  do  not.     Neither  of  these  inavitsbla  and  ■-'Idely  roco^nltod  pro- 
cesaas  that  dafrado  reaorvolr  i«ter  ware  dtaeuaaod  In  tha  OCXS. 

3)  In  contrast,  tha  OCIS  uses  such  tarsa  aa  "InalipU leant"  and  "not  ■waaureablo" 
to  dcacriba  tha  downatrcfls  wtar  quality  affacU,  without  supporting  dau 

or  diacusslon. 

A)    The  final  tlS  should  eonUin  an  analvsls  of  projoet  etCaeu  on  water  quality 
In  tha  Colorado  Rlvor,  both  in  teina  of  "jvacaga"  effects  and  «ora  b^iortantly 
in  tenns  of  worst'casa  conditions.     Theaa  Latter  conditions  could  be  expec- 
ted to  occur  durlnt  extremely  dry  years  and  during  two  or  «or«  dry  years  in 
soquenca.     Tha  analysis  should  Include  projoctlons  on  outflow  quality  end  on 
quality  at  dcunstreasi  sites  (e.|.  Dotsaro  and  Caaoo).     Uhat  is  needed  Is  a 
series  of  standard  hydrologlc  projectlona  on  frequency/quality  (l.a.,   7-day, 
14-day,   30-day,  and  M>-4ay  periods  with  recurranca  Intervals  of  S,   10,   2S. 
SO,  and  100  yaar^)-     Only  with  this  type  of  analysis  cmt  dOMiatreaa  uaara 
plan  and  prapara  for  unuaual  conditions. 


Q^*^  Tha  water  quality  tfiaeiualMi  has  boon  eitpandod   In  tha   SDCIS    (Saa 
Soeeton  4.4.3.S  and  toaywaa  t«  riMiaca  11-4  osd  14.3). 


Comment  Letter  61 


Response 


DCTAIliS  Ot^tOTS 

6      Id  P$.  111.  Tha  scope  of  public  Issues  Includes  concerns  about  both  water 
1  «  1  I   quality  and  salinity  In  tha  Lowar  Colorado.  Neither  of  those  Issuaa  Is 
I   adaqtMtaly  addraasad  In  tha  DCIS. 


61-2 


61-3 


61*4 


12)     rt.  V.     The  yield  of   17.000  AF/Yr  ne«ls  to  be  eUrlfied  In  tha  teit  (s*a  p.   U), 
in  that  probably  90t  will  be  credited  agalnat  lest  reiaasad  h^tar  frtn  Green 
Mountain  Baaarvoir. 

3)  P|.  vt,  vill.  Neither  suvary  lUta  water  q<*iUCy  la^acta.  tlo  water  qual- 
ity Ifli^t  la  not  a  reaaoneblo  expectation  of  such  projects,  especially  for 
»%Hldy  Croak.     Thil  on— nt  applies  also  to  t.^bta  2. 7.1,  p.2-3&. 

4)  Pg.   3-34.     The  Lengthy  diacusslon  an  projected  channel  changes  concludes  with 
alsnst  no  useful   InfonMatlon.     Tha  OtIS  should  Include  an  anpirlcal  evslua- 
tton  based  on  obasrved  effects  at  other  reservoirs  (.e.R.  Crven  ^to«^tJtn, 
Dillon).      Note   that  p.    4-15  concludes    that    the  procedure   La  questionable 
bocausa  fundaaantal  ass\i^>tlona  are  not  valid. 


IS)     Pg.   3-^.     Uhat  do  the  nuafaers  wan  In  table  3.4.8?     Are  they   lon^-term 
■aans?     FIow-tMi^ted  averages?     Or  what?     The  word  "characterization"  In 
the  title  Is  mlslaadlnf  unless  the  mabars  clearly  relate  to  a  usable  and 
defined  statistic. 


61-6 


61-7 


14) 


P|-   3-^3,  Table  3.4.9.     Uhat  la  ruTtrl    This  table  la  of  Uttla  use  or  ev. 
conftislnf  to  tha  reader  without  an  explanation  of  what  units  tha  nmters 
represent. 


Pt.   3-A4,  PL .___ 

of  "vlolatloa"  (aeo  also 


Sucgast  you  use    eseaodancas 
3-47,  par.   7). 


I  such  teiB  Instaad 


61*11     P'     ^**   ^'*''  ^^'   ^  *^  Table  3.4.11   (also  see  coavaant  6  above).     The  reader 
I     O     I         needs  consistent   treetSMnt  of  slialLar  data  in  order  to  coopara  tha  two  slus. 

61-9 


Pg.  4-4l,  per.  1.  The  conclusion  of  "Insltnlflcant"  water  quality  i 
below  the  dsM  Is  not  supported  by  data  and  analysia. 


110)  Pg.  4-109,  par.  3  (see  #9  above).  Tha  conclusion  of  "no  awaauraable  ehan«es 
In  water  quality  or  aallalty  In  the  Colorado  River"  ts  not  supported  by  dm 
or  discussion.  In  fact,  the  available  wetcr  quality  data  and  the  geologic 
discussion  in  tha  text  Indicate  otherwise.  Evaporation  froa  the  reservoir 
and  leaching  frca  the  reservoir  bottaa  are  not  mentioned.   In  USCS-USP  2058, 
studies  thiMod  that  leachlnq  froa  cocks  beneath  Flanlng  Goc%*   keaervolr  (Utah) 
increased  salinity  by  about  20X  above  inf low/eveporstion  eftects.  Tha  shale 
bedrock  of  Muddy  Creek  could  result  In  slaillar  changes.  Evaporation  frcsa 
either  proposed  reservoir  could  readily  Increase  TDS  by  s^vfral  percent. 
These  near-certain  adverse  impacia   need  to  be  presented  for  public  review 
and  ccaiaanc.  Tha  entire  downstraaM  user  coaBunlty  has  an  Interest  In  water 
quality,  and  tha  OCIS  la  aiiant  or  even  nlslaadlng  on  thia  subject. 


rsr  isa 


Sincerely,  y^ 

Clan  A.  Millar 
Conaultlng  Caohydrolo^l^t 


61*2  ^*  ***"8*  innual  /laid  of  17000  AT  rapraaantt  watac  avatlabla 
for  uaa  In  the  raaarvoir.  Ontfar  tha  Eaat  Slopa  (ahort-tata) 
daaand  tha  asount  uaad  and  cha  iapaet  on  Craan  Mountain 
Kaaarvolr  will  dapand  upon  dasanda  utidar  tha  Ktvar  Dlatrlcc  • 
Danvar  Laaaa  (Sea  ftaaponaa  ta  Coaaanta  ll-l  and  21-10).  In  any 
event,  downatraaa  watar  rlfhta  aanior  ta  tha  pro^aad  yrajaet  or 
axeh«ngaa  will  not  bo  lapoetad. 


61-3 


61-4 


Th«  •uaacry  cabl*  r«f«r«ne«d  la  noc  Includad  In  tha  SDtlS. 
Tabla  2.7.1  of  cha  SDItS  Uaca  no  at|nltleane  natar  quallcy 
tapacta  at  Rock  Craak  but  doaa  Hat  patantlal  lapaeta  at  Huddy 
Craak  vhleh  would  raqulra  ■Itlfatlan.  Saa  aspandad  watar 
quality  dlacuaalon  In  Sactlona  4.]. 3.]  and  4. 4.). 3  SDtlS.  Saa 
alao  Raaponaa    ta  Caaaanta   11-4,    14-3,    14-3,    and  14-4. 


Sactlon  3.4.2.1  (DIIS)  providaa  an  txlatlnf  En«lronaant 
daacrlptlon  of  tha  Rock  Craak  channaL  In  tha  eontast  of  tha  USPS 
channal  nalntananca  flow  Mthodotofy,  which  waa  raqulrad  by  tha 
USFS  for  Reck  Craak.  Thta  forma  tha  baala  for  tha  avaluatlon  of 
channal  nalntananca  flow  raqulraaanta  aftar  eanatruotlan  of  tha 
propoaad  raaanrolr. 

Vhlla  It  would  net  ba  appropriate  te  Include  an  tapacta 
aaaaaaaant  in  tha  txlallng  Invlronaant  aaetlon  of  an  IIS.  a  feed 
daacrlptlon  of  obaarved  affacta  at  other  raaanrolra  can  ba  found 
In  uses  rrofaaatonal  fapar  1214.  Downatraaa  rffaeta  of  Daaa  on 
Alluvial  Riven.  Uhlle  eaaa  itudy  data  frea  other  reaervelra  la 
Inforaatlve,  an  aaaaaaaant  auat  be  baaad  en  tha  atte  apeetfle 
atraaa  charactarlatlca  and  propoaed  raoervolr  eperatlena  of  tha 
alte  In  queatlon.  *a  far  aa  can  ba  deteralned.  channel  reaponaa 
data  for  the  Hue  River  belee  Dlllan  or  Creen  Nountata 
Reaervelra  are  not  available. 

Per  the  Reck  Creek  analyala  the  USPS  procedure  waa  aodlflad  te 
paralt  Ita  application  to  the  poat-daa  anvlrenaent  (See  Section 
4.3.3.2   SDEI9). 


A-|.S  Thaaa  nuabara  rapreaant  arlthaatle  aeana  af  the  nuaber  ef 
aaaplea  available  during  the  ported  of  record.  The  data 
praaented  are  not  flow  weighted. 
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Reeponse 


61-6  ^*  """•  "t/Tr  "•  I1<(<gtas>  p«r  7««r.  Ihm  abbcsvlat ion  la 
eosaanlf  uaad  and  It  was  aaauaad  Chat  na  aKplanatlon  waa 
raqulratf . 


61*7    Thank  70W   for   tha   auggaatlon. 


61*8  ^*  ■'•'1*"°*1  dlltrtbutlon  of  tha  aTatUbIa  oatac  quality  data 
ilatoralnad  tha  aathcd  (at  calculating  saan  concantratlona  and 
f luxaa, 

61' 9  '"<*  vacar  qualltr  aactlan  a(  tha  3DIIS  haa  baan  axpandad  to 
Includa  tha  eoncama  aantlonad  (Saa  Saetlon  4.4.3.)  and  Raiponsa 
to  Coaaanta  11-4  and  14-]).  An  a^aporattan  acud^  vaa  eoaplatad 
for  both  raaarvotra    <Saa   Kaaponaa    to  Coiant   14-]). 

61*10  ^*  ••"'  quality  dlaeuaiton  haa  baan  aipandad  In  tha  SOUS  (Saa 
Saetlon  4.4.3.]  and  Raaponaa  to  Coaaant  H-4).  Tha  potantlal 
lapaeta  of  avaperatlon  froa  tha  caaarrott  ha«a  baan  avaluatad 
(Saa  taapaiua  to  Coaaanc  14-3). 


Comment  Letter  62 


J>^7     /fS'> 


J<A>.#     S^t^. 


Ijlj^ 


62-1 


^  ^.JL^  .2r.4  J^-r-y^ 


i/ 


Response 


62*1     Thank   you    foe   jrour   eoaaant.      It   vaa   eonaldarad    In   tha    aalattlon 
of    cha   prafarrad  altamatlva. 
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Response 


M.«  II  support  th«  Rock  Create  Dia.   t  ovn  th*  Cigl*  Rocit  Inn  R««t3urint 
I  land  G«ll«ry  In  Y««pa   Co.   I  •■  vorkln;  with  itv^rat  otn«r  buiintii 
p«epl«  to  build  •  eourtta  Industry  In  South  Routt  county-   ^'«  rcillt* 
that  no  flngit  Itss  la  going  to  bring  Instant  succtas.   Th«  n«w 
Stigacosch  Rcttvoir  and  Stat*  ParK  wilt  te  a  shot  In  tha  ara  for  our 
•conoRT-  *0\mn    It  opant  and  Cataaont  LaK*  and  Ski  !(«soft  ti 
conpt«t«d  Colorado  routes  134  and  131  wilt  b*  th*  southarn  accass 
to  ovar  20  alias  of  racraatlon  baaad  conaiunttr  and  Industrv.  X   daa 
and  raaavoir  on  Cora  Pass  can  only  add  to  our  tourtaa  baia.   In  a  faw 
waaKs  va  will  ba  beglnlng  a  aa)or  proaotlonal  caeicalgn  for  South  Routt 
aaongst  various  stata  aganclas  and  tha  stata  tourlsa  board. 

I  attandad  tha  public  aaatings  In  Staaaboat  and  Yanpa  and  raaUy  could 
find  no  raaion  to  objact  to  tha  Rock  Craak  Daa  or  favor  tha  Huddy 
CraaK  sita.   I  hava  haard  that  thara  la  a  bunch  of  lawyars  in  Danvar 
who  would  Ilka  to  Kaap  Rock  Craak  as  thalr  prWata  rtsort.  I  hava 
daalt  with  tourists  In  this  araa  sinca  Fabruary  oC  '66.   I  hava 
not  yat  had  a  stngla  Inquiry  about  Rock  Cr-ak.   Evan  tha  long  tlaa 
raaldanta  snlckar  whan  thay  haar  how  graat  ftecK  Craak  la.   whoavar 
tha   sacrat  lawyara  ara  thay  hava  dona  a  flna  Job  of  kaaolng  Rock 
Craak  a  sactat.   Thay  didn't  con*  to  tha  aaatlngs  that  I  attandad  and 
thay  aura  havan't  lupportad  tha  buslnassas  in  South  Routt.   Tha  aost 
often  asked  for  destination  Is  Trappers  Lake.   Wa  wUl  soon  change 
that  to  Stagecoach  Stata  Park.  A  lake  win  lanarata  much  aore  usage 
than  a  atraaa  aver  win  and  It  win  support  a  lot  more  fish.   T^ay 
clala  that  a  2S  pound  trout  Is  a  big  fish  for  Rock  Craek  but  a  tourist 
caught  a  17  pound  trout  In  Bear  Lake  this  spring.   The  only  thing 
that  vlil  be  lost  at  Rock  Creek  win  be  tha  privacy  of  a  few  outside 
lawyera. 

The  Huddy  Creek  site,  as  far  as  I  can  find  out,  win  basically  becoae 
a  mud  puddle  and  silt  up  In  a  very  short  nuabar  of  years.   Nobody 
around  hare  needs  or  wants  a  nud  puddle.   The  people  who  live  there 
that  I  have  talked  to  are  not  In  favor  of  It  either. 


63-2 
63-3 


I  ob)ect  to  seeing  money  wasted  and  for  t 
Impact  Study  to  be  suprlaed  that  water  fr 
Egerta  Creek  and  thus  into  the  Rock  Craek  Da«  Is  Inexcusable.   It 
deatroya  their  credibility.   Thla  oroblea  should  be  addressed  and 
linlta  set  before  construction  is  approved.  I  think  thay  should  hava 
talked  to  the  business  people  In  the  area  about  the  Impact  that  It 
win  haveon  our  economy.   They  would  probably  also  be  suprtsad  to 
learn  that  thara  ara  tourists  In  South  Aoutt.  The  writers  should  ba 
required  to  spend  tlae  enough  in  South  Routt  to  do  the  Job  they  were 
paid  for. 


Hy  bualne 


has  been  too  busy  for  the  past  several  months  for  a*  to 
aa  to  spend  on  this  project.   As  it  slows  down  in  the  next 
I  hop*  to  get  aore  involved. 


Thank  you  fo 


ur  tlaa  and  attantlo 


.^o 


""•  '  of  ch«  pr«(«rr«d  •lt«rn«tlv«. 


It  WAS  conald«r«d  In  ch«  s«l«eclofi 


63*2  T''*  "Tit*"  rtcognlMd  that  It  would  b«  poaalbla  to  laport  wator 
""  fcoa  Yaaeola  to  tha  tga^l"  Craak  baaln,  but  tha  Rock  Ctaak 
■Itlgatlon  plana  for  £|arla  Ctaak  did  not  dapand  on  uatng  any 
Yaaeola  »atar.  Mitigation  plana  aa  outllnad  In  Sactlon  5.2 
SDEIS  would  ba  aetoapllahad  with  natlva  watar  luppLlaj  In  tha 
Egarla  Ctaak  baaln. 


s^.^  Va  appraclata  your  eoi 
la  accurata. 


.■■anta  but  ballava  tha  analyata  praaantad 


Comment  Letter  64 


64-1 


(U    "-irt    (.*•■■     Lt 


64-2 


ha   ^f•#t    llf 
d«-itltin«. 


•I  tM^tlor.    ■•*«    «  |u 


•  r>#    C'**'    IIJ 


Eir.  «'.-.M 


Response 


AA*1    Thank   you    for   your   coaaanc.      Ic   was   consldarad    In   cha    selection 
^  of    cha   pctferrad  «lc»m«clv«. 


64*2  The  30  to  7)  parcenc  figure  noted  on  p.  3*3  of  Cha  OCtS  referred 
CO  iBlclsaclon  of  fishery  hablcac  only.  Uacland  and  vlldllfe 
alclgaclon  was  near  LOO  parcanC.  Uacar  for  cha  alclgaclon  would 
coaa  fro*  Egerl«  Creek  through  water  rlghct  thac  would  b* 
purchased  wttti  the  land  under  consideration.  Please  saa  Section 
5.2  In  cha  SDEIS  for  aora  Inforaaclon  on  cha  Egarla  Creek 
■iclgaclon   alca. 


6-85 


Comment  Letter  05 


ydle^  7r>< 


65-1 


'^.Jd., --      -    


..M^- 


_v-/i^.. 


^ju  JLx-iui^^.^  ^yn'-<^f  - 


J-^ 


A^^ 

a^tij-t^"^  y^ 


.Atlu 


Response 


65  •!     Th«nk   you    for   your   eoMiont.       It 
of    cho   pcoforcod  ftlcornaclvo. 


■idarod    In    th«    ••Loctto 


Comment  Letter  65 


Response 


i\,t^^     ^  -<^u_    ^fT-^^^^/ii-tTIL   - ^  . ._        

'/^^TZx.  ^<«<-«--ji  -:'r'^'y.  ^•^'^.  <^-t-'"=^    .c-iu:  ^Za- 

-  ^U.  ^  'h-'-^^   ^<-«>~^^ .  

d^jLA.         '^_  .  . -      - 


''"'^       ,.^^  JL.<^ 


..jb.,*^  .<iA<<u-f 


6-86 


Comment  Letter  65 


Response 


t^.-yoL    '***'  cC«->  .^    ^t'Vl*-*^ 


p^..^.^:^    ^yoiJZi-^ 


c^_t.v<_ct.'*-«-4r^ ' 


i^^ 


[ 

^■1^ /£.-u. /s-C .. 

.^^.-^--t^^^--^-^-"^^ 

Comment  Letter  66 


0««r    J*rr>    Sclmidt. 

I  win  bi.  out  of  '0 
Cr»<sk  H»«ervior,  na 
for*. 


Sepl^mhrr    30.     1987 


\\\*i     puDllc    me-tir.#      in     r  h*-     proposed     R 
accept     nv    commeo  l\     tn    this    «■  ritten 


tttt^\     h    ■"    oppo«»d    to    buildint:     rlie    P-.cl     '  r»»-k    bi»i^fr\     or    h^r-*u^*     it 
'»*'      ■     [vould    d^^tro^     9    milen       r    hul.U     prod.iUix»-     trout     Ii^h-r- 

Th»    BltTnatl^e    «it».    epli     named    Nudd\    C  r-»l   .    -.h-ch     i ».    situot-i 
•    drj  ,    o\er-Bre:ed    and    ab«i«eo    \  a  1 1  p>  ,    nan    nr    great     t  ocreat  i  on*  ; 
xalue.       Rex^rvolr    release*    of    cold,     clearer    '.a'pr    ««>     -ven 
create    a    tail    *.r»ter    flsh-r>     nt     thet     site. 

The    proposed    Kierla    Treett    mitlfa-ion    site     is    ui.  accept  sbl^.        Th* 
cost    and     time    required     to    renovate    this    d*irad^d    area     is    too 
ireat,     ana    [irivo*e    ranrhlanrt    -ind    frntin«    above    the    •!(- 
underline*    attempta    of    reno\ -\  t  ion  . 


Why    de^ti'ov    sometihlnff    of    hi«h    value    ^-he 
daaaflng    alternative    is    avaiable~ 


1« 


nmenUl> 


ThoMlt    >ou    To 


coanen  ts  in  the  pjut,- 
Sincerel) , 


Response 


66*1     ^*"*'   y®"   f**^  y**"*"  co«"«nt-      it  »«•   considered   In  the   ••lectio 
of  the  preferred  altemaclve. 


6-87 


Comment  Letter  67 


Jir»7  *'.  <■<  f  V'      ■fi■.^  ra 


67. 1 


1::k^ 


y>; 


_..;•««'/■'' 


Response 


67*1  ^"^^  y^"  ^°f  your  co«n«nc.   It  w«s  conald*r«d  In  ch«  ftlacclon 
of  cho  pr«Ccrr«d  «lt«m«cLv«. 


Comment  Letter  68 


Response 


«  Novt«b*r  «7 

Te»«MS.CO  10479 

TO-      i«rfT  t.    SeNiidt 

iniT  tf.  cs  *o  5«it.  m 

SttflBtaei.   CO  904«r 

68-1 

t   «ij*f«ft    (he  reck  Craeh   sit*  »ul   take  «Bcei>lton  to  C>i«»t«r  ).      Tht  4ea 

•hevU  »•  Mitlt  ctthMt  eltttetlon    tnvolvtni  the   r«M«el  of    Und  within  the 

rrl*et«   secter  an4  kelM  »l«ee4    lnt«  the  ptiktic   doMln. 

Ht    f«ll»   he«    n-«d    In    Pouft    C«unt»    for    %    «e««r«tlo««.      W«   eontlnua    to 

ce-»st«l    4«ittce    (^•   •ncraar^xant    of    t  t*tl  li«t  left.      >'•   •cet»t    the    flndtnii   o( 

the    co«itt    that    the   waara    ra»f«iant*4   b«    the   Pai^var   Uetar    loard   aav   build   a   daa 

In   teutl    C©ti"tr   to    (••a    cttliana   -if    tha    frowr    rataa   *«tro    araa   ear    •«!<»•    tha 

ht«*taat    peaaibia   eevforta      accvread    to    that    aoclacv        Wa    »cct?(    fa    ■lavar'l- 

ihl»    or    the   USrS   aa    tha*   -latarwlna    tha   m*    '<l    public    landa    and    ippraclata    this 

oprortunltr   te   eoMaet    oa    tha   rtJ    •cataMni    concarntnf    Reek   Craah, 

Sactlo*   i-i.l   -  Traditional    uaa  ot    land    In   ftarta  ferk  f^aa     rulnad 

tVa    rt»artae   hakltai;    tharafera,    thfa    land    ihould   ^e   acaulrad    for 

Bitliatlee.      Thaaa    ataiaaiania    raflact    tt^a    concafna   of    tha   buraauc  rat  le 

anvlroaaniallata    that      cereal     rha   variowa   'o-oparat mi    aaanclaa    to 

aailafr    their    caocama    thrnu^h   oarkatplaea    acquliKlon   or    'cndavnatlon 

proeaadlnfli.       I    do    not    r^alUva    eti*ata    prooartv    thould   ba    aacrlMcad 

far    altl«attoii.       Tha    theuaanda   ot    paaola    who   banaflt    fr^e    isa    atef*«e 

68-2 

conarrurtad   ee    awbltc    pr'>aar(«    could    Idantif*    landa    for   oitlaatten   on 
tr>a    front    ran|o    Inataad   o(    ra*awln«    .MOO   acfoa   ol    »rivata    do««ln    In 

■e«tt   Ceenif. 

Sactlen    VI).      T1«a    autHnra   of    tha   CIS    Idantiriaa   a    loaa   nf    alavan   tar 

(•»t    (11    I)    «railn«    tacartt*   ne    tha    Vlacktall    oar-»lt.      M»we-ar.    thia 

portion    raMacta    an    Imam    to    taaiora    tha    loot    capacIlT 

Tha    naada   of    tha    tMr*t«   aaoolo   ara   vac.    tha    private    tan4    la    ar^wlrad: 

now    It     la   prep«aa4    that    tha    D«r«lttaa   on   oukllc    lon4    U    Injured   and    ahould 

ba   (o«»anaatad.       t    dlaaaraa 

Lat    ua   radad.      tan*  hiaierlana  attribute   the  b«114tn|  of   the  weat    t« 

the   pelU*   of    open    Undo    that    »OCa«a    panoraltv   hn«*«   eo   Nanlfoat    t>oatln». 

The   «aat    ee|orttr   ef    lan«    ff*   the   Atlantic    Ocaan    te    tha    ■och«   Newntalno 

boca*e    land*  within   the  private   iacier.      Mo-aaar  .    r>>ae4ara   Re«aa«*lt    craatad 

tha   nettonal    feraat    a*ata«   te   provide    lollfida    and    tiaaut*    (or    all    A*arUina. 

In   to-tt    ro^mr    the    Fora.t    Wrvica    adelnlaiara    M«.N;    acraa.    tha    ILI    M.tOI 

acraa.    tha   State   ef    Colorado    «).)n    actaa.    «nd    ')ihat    ftate   ot    reUrade 

aaanctaa    1.1*4    acraa.       In   et'>ar    vrda.    Jf>><n   n      P'.bllr    '•wna    'etf-ntna    rareant 

(»«l)    of    the    1.*<1.I«0   acraa    known    aa   lowtt    ''ountv.      S»<ae    atetaa    11*11    the 

68*1  Thank  you  for  your  conaenc.   It  wa*  conaldarad  In  Cha  aalaeClo 
of  tha  prafarrad  alcamaclv*. 


68*2  "*  •Pprtctaca  your  coMan 


6-88 


Comment  Letter  68 


Response 


Paa*  7 
land  t«  M  |ov«rn«d  by  both  atatc  and  federal  atanclci.   For  «*aoola 
ladtatM  atatuaa  apaclf*  that  xjcb  land  ra«  noc  e.tccrd  tw«nr-thre*  rvrcr 
(J3T)  l«  anv  ecmntv.   Suralv  John  o   '-..kuc  pr)«.a«««  •  proo.rf  that  c 
|«ta  lh«  vtttanda  and  eToand  th»  product  ;/pr  ■■  ?f  hl»  UnJ  r^t^e^  tSan 
r«aa>*tng  2100  aeraa  froa  th«  orlvat*  nactor  In  Routt  Countv. 

Ch«rt*B  r.  PcJ^rr 


Comment  Letter  69 


Response 


Box  C 

TiDonaa.  Colorado   40479 

Octobtr  19.  1987 

Mr.  -'arrr  Sehnlde.  Fortat  Sarvlca  Suptrvlaor 

Rouct  riartonal  Torcat 

2957P  w.ae  CS  4t) 

Seeasboat  SprloM.  Colorado   80AB7 

In  r«:   Fock  Craek/HuddT  Cr.ek  Raaarrolr 

Daar  Hr.  Schaldc: 

rirat,  a  coonanc  on  the  Draft  En«lroB«ntal  Uoact  Stateoanc: 

All  who  had  aareMnJ  to  do  with  thla  atud*  ahould  b«  cootU- 

aencad  on  cha  fomat  and  tha  aatartali  scaaancad.   It  la 

Informatlva  and  aaatly  undaratood. 

AO 

4 

[Aa  a  ranclar  In  tha  Tooonaa  araa.  I  with  to  (o  on  record  aa 

D3**  1 

1 f avorlnf  tha  Rock  Craak  alca. 

South  Route  Countr  da»oarataiv  natds  an  acononlc  "ihot  In  tha 

•ra*'  which  thti  projact  would  %iv,    ctpacUllr  ilnca  t!ia 

Stagacoach  Kaaarvotr  haa  ba«un. 

The  vatac  rl^h:a  h«*a  baan  obtatnad  and  tha  <w>naT  It  a-rallabla. 

Vhf   wait  twantT-flva  yaara*   It  li  auch  wlaar  to  kaap  tha 

watar  In  Colorado  whathar  U  1«  uaad  o-  r'.a  caatarri  or  ■^aatero 

aloD*  rathar  tha«  baln«  uaad  In  tha  Lc-" '  Baaln  Stataa  for  tha 

«raanln|  ot    thalr  uaaaita. 

In  V*  opinion,  tha  fliMnt  would  ba  ba.'.r  'a  a  raiuU  of 

tha  ratarvolr.   Tha  bait  flahlnj  la  not  In  tSa  «tra«aa  aaallr 

accaaaad.  but  In  both  Rock  Craak  and  Efari*  Canronp. 

Thank  you  (or  tha  ooportuntty  to  coawaoe . 

Toura  trvly. 

?'iry  ^aan  Parry    '  'J 

c:ru» 

69*1  ^'"l'  y°^    ^^^    vour  eonnenc.   Ic  «■■  conaldared  In  th«  selection 
of  Che  preCerrad  alcemaclva. 


6-89 


Comment  Letter  70 


Response 


70-1 

70-2 
70-3 


21  Octobtr  ltt7 


T«w<.  CO    8048] 


*■.   Jerry   ScNiltft,   Chttf  foreJt  iitptrv\%or 
Routt  tUtton«l    Forfst 

aC:      ^rocMJJPd   "ock   Cr«ek   *nd  Huddjf  Creek   Peievotr   Or«ft   tn»  iroo»i»entj  I 
Ia»«Ct   SUtMvnt 

D(«r  Hr.   Schaldt: 

t   K«vc  h«d   tr\«  oroortuntty   to  review  the  dr«rt   enwlro(w«nt«l    stttewent 
for   tne  proposed  ftock   Creek   Retcvotr   and   th*  Ikiddy  Creek   Ptsevolr. 

I   object  to  the  Rock  Creek   Resevolr  is   propote^   iince  the  conservation 
oool   ti   less  than  10?  of  th«  resevoir  capacity,     ^cn  of  the  year  a  lar^e 
■ud  flat  would  be  the  recreation  aaeititr  for  the  adjacent  ca^^oqround  and 
the   scenic  ht9h»ay  across  Core  Pass.     Either   the  reicvoir  stvouid  be 
qreatly   increased   to  perwit  an     adeouatc  recreation  and  conservation 
pool,  or   the  f^ddy  Creek  1  Ite  Is  preferable. 

The  discussion  of  the  E^cria  Park  Mttlan^s  laltiqatlon  procwsa)  see<M 
quite   naive.      The  old    timers.    Including   area    pioneers,    OO  not    r^ntfnatr 

Egeria  Creev  ever  supporting  wtlloos  or  a  Metlands  type  environment. 
The  gravely  soils  trt  ^try  difficult  to  irrigate  indicating  that  the 
*DOor'  quality  »etlands  <re  naturally  'poor  quality'  Expansion  of 
t^e  Muddy  Creek  oetlandi  r>#r  clays  and  shales  would  be  preferrable 
to  :his  solution,  flumor  In  South  Poutt  clai«i  a  diversion  of  'amoa 
fltver  basin  mmr  Is  required  for  the  Eieria  Ptrk  wetlands  although 
tne  draft  statement  does  not  address   this    Issue. 

ith   the  prooosed 


^2cc^  '^'^/«-->i/y2</^ 

Rei  HcriB  Peterson 


70-1 


Revisions  co  propoead  raiarvolr  operaclone  and  cha  Inertaatd 
■Iza  of  Huddy  Creak  Raaarvolr  for  cha  SDEIS  hava  allalnacad 
pocanclal  ■nccoach»«nc  on  Cha  ^000  Af  "conaarvaclon  pool'  for 
Cha  period  of  record  analjrzad.  Hlnlvi^  raaarvolr  scorafa  volua* 
during  cha  period  of  record  would  ba  graacar  Chan  10.000  AF  for 
boch  raiarvolrs  (Saa  Flguraa  4.3.3.3  and  4.4.3.4  SOCIS  and 
Figure*  1.4  and  l.(  FEIS) . 

70'2  Conilderabla  svldcnca  occur*  In  the  Cgarla  Creak  valley  chac 
shows  chac  wtllow  wa*  cha  naClv*  riparian  v»g*caclon.  Thla  can 
be  a«en  In  adjaconc  areas  chaC  era  la**  InCensaLy  farsed.  and  In 
a  aiaall  area  along  Cha  creek  chac  ha*  been  fenced  froa  grating 
or  haying  for  many   yaara. 

70*3  ^*  ruaora  vara  IncorrecC  (See  Raepon**  co  ConaanC  63-2). 


Comment  Letter  71 


Response 


71. 1 


71-2 


H94S  east  nexico  Druv 
Aurora,  Colorado  BOO  12 
Octoter   16.    19«7 


Ed  f(v^»rg 

Boutt  tUuonai   Fomt 

295R7  Uest  U.    S.    40 

Staifcoat  Spring*.  Colorado  80417 


71-3        I 


Dear  Hr.    Pytiergi 


I  «t  writing  to  v^w  concemlnq  the  terk  Cr»<k  /  rtjddy  Creek  Reeersroir 
propE>«al.     Aft«r  aceenduiq  the  public  meeeinq  Ln  Oenvar  on  October  h, 
and  reedlnq  Cha  Draft  Divumnantel   Inpact  Sbxty.   I  Mwld   llXe  to  >^lc« 
My  opinion*. 

|7t«  pre^sad  reservoirs  are  planned  due  to  roeintial     uroaccs  to 
**?item  Colorado  water  users,   and  s^ll  supply  w*t»r  to  Oenver   for  1$ 
l-WAi-s  due  to  potential  prrs'-ctwl  water  rw—da.      It  does  not  appear   to 
a«  that  trw«e  are  solid  reason*  to  build  a  dan  at  tAis   cir«. 

Tha  tlmnq  of  the  need  for  this  >«ter    Is  not  clearly  addr*ss«^  arvwtwire 
t^ac  I  could   find   In  your  studies.     Mao.    I  would   lU'e  to  •rp'^astie 
thac   If  the  projections   for  Oenwr's  watar  navds  ar«  bas^d  urcn   199S  or 
19I«   studies  of  pocuUtlon  (jrowth.    I  ««wld   rgi.-j'wvaid   tnat   W>ls  be 
flcrutxnltad  v«rv  c&i«(uily.      Bas«d  upon  studies  'turino   t^e9e  pftricds. 
Troth  ««*  enomxiilv  owt  estunated  and  hds    resulted   in  hum  mtrMrs 
of  ■/■cant  residenc*^,    -jffires  and   retail    ^Dace.      tXirLnq    1917    it  has 
beciy  oCnrioua   that  7r>>/'.">  will  b«  at  a  njch   slower    lev^l  than  evvrirw* 
prelected  ev«n    in    199A.      :    parsonaily  haw  wicr-s>«d   UMs  pnencnwnon 
SLnce  our  aafpany  builds   and  viafutQ^s  aoartmncs,    and    Is  axreriencuil 
vwry  difficult  tlnae  due  'o  bastnq  our  conatruction  on  eerlter 
population  <7TOwtn  proisctiona. 

Am  the  need  for  tJie  w«trr   is  claerly  wtthin  the  turn   frm  n«>c*9*arY  to 
build  a  dia  and  dnllvvr   the  i^tar  to  f-he  <i*ers,    '.>'n  a  djm  should  be 
built,     ^try  spoil  a  tonderhil   fishino  iCrvoa   tUe  ?ncti  Creek  now  ««wi 
It  couLd  be  anjoyvd   for  nwny  more  y««ra7     >*hv  build  a   onall  dda«  on  tna 
rejddy  «4wn  a   larger  one  ts  H^xrh  wore   loqical  wt«n  the  tuna   ls 
,ate7 


tl   do  not    •••   tJw    loqic    Ln  bulldinq  a  d«a  rmly  brcau**  a   SIO. 000,000 
71*4  I  legal  ewKir)  haa  been  nada.      TTiis  nviey  could  be  irrveeted  at  on 


71-1 


Th«  Purpos*  and  ri**d  lacclona  hav.  t 
for  th»  SOtIS  (S.«  Sactlon  I  2). 
dlscusffd  (n  Saccton  1.2.3  2  and  tha 
In    Sactlon    I    2.3    ).        Tha    pucpoia    of 


lan  lubacantlally  rawrlctan 
Tha     flhorc-caria    naad     ti 

long-cam  naad  ta  dlicultad 
tha    propoiad    pro)act 


■  Iclgadon    for    tha   tflndy   Cap   projacc   which  haa   baan  conatructad 
tSaa   Sacdon   1.2.2   SOCIS) 


71'2     ^'"    '°"     curranc    daaand    and    population    projacclona     froa 
'  Macro   Oanvar   Uatar   Supply   Syacaa-oida    ttS   hava   baan  uiad    li 

SDEIS    (Saa    Sactlon   1.2.3.2      SDEIS). 


cha 
tha 


71-3  *  l"S"  (60.000  Af)  raaarvolr  on  Huddy  Craak  l«  tha  prafarrad 
aUarnaclva  analylad  In  tha  SOUS.   A  Buch  larjar  (100.000  »r 


plua)  raaarvolr  was  conaldarad 
atudy  (Saa  Sactlon  2.2.2.)  SOCIS) 


but  ollalnatad  froa  datallad 


71 '4  Tha  »iura-Ulndy  Cap  »graa.ant  and  Supplaaaneal  Agraaaanc  •pacify 
cha  uiaa  to  vhlch  tha  caah  payaanc  oay  ba  put  Tha  Agcaaaanti 
vara  ravlavad  and  approvad  by  Dlatrlct  Uatar  Court  (Saa  Sactlona 
l.y.l   and  1.)  )  SDEIS). 
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Comment  Letter  71 


Response 


|<>xc«llent  rat*  ot  cttxim  ftnd  ba  U9«d  nort  •(f«ctiv«Iy  in  itm  ftitun 
MtMn  tlw  watar  atoraqa  la  truly  ncedad. 

Aa   for  Itock  Cr«ek  as  a  dai  alt*.    I  wl^h  it  Msuld  navar  tn  racaaaary, 
buc  I  r«allz«  ttvtt  ov^t  ti>«  yaara  Che  <jtrj>tth  tn  Colorado  vill 
nccwsaltata  ica  cnrstrrjction.     As  for  now,    I  think  th«  atrvan  ihould  b« 
pre9«ru«d  aa  long  as  poasii>la,  wen  If  It   Is  another  2,   5,   or  10 
yvara.      It  La  a  <jn*t   flahtn?  itreaa  for  fly  fishannan.     My  chll^tiood 
In  PenwytvaAia   Lntroducad  >•  to  tha  pleaauia  of  fishlnq  «naU 
Btxeana.      I  hava  tlahad  tha  BIim  Kiv«r,  Cr/«eal  lUvar,  Taylor  Rlvvr, 
Colorado  Rivar  and  othar  Ur^  scra««.   but  thay  ha««  not  provided  ma 
with  tha  oonalstant  aatlsfacticn  and  pLeasutv  aa  I  hava  had  on  Aodt 
&«ak.     Ch  tacfc  Czaak,    I  can  sXywg  catch  trout.      I  do  not  find 
pleasure  In  catch  and  ralaaaa,    I  90  flshlnq  to  catcti  tnd  aat.     Kocic 
Creek  has  navar  f&ilad  to  provida  ■«  with  an  ajcallant  trout  dinnar  in 
IS  y*Krs. 

tf/  faalinq  la  that  It  la  not  abaolutaly  avidant  that  thara  la  an 
•nincnt  need  for  tha  watar  frm  cither  raservoir  within  tha  r«ar 
future.     t*wn  this  need  arises,    larger  daas  in  either   locatlvt  tray  make 
mi^  mora  sense.     Tha  510,000,000  le^al  raitiqatlcn  funds  e*n  then  be 
better  utilized  to  help  piTTvida  (or  tha  laroer  dams.     TTwrafore.   I 
sutnit  to  you  that  neither  reservoir  should  be  built  at  tMa  time. 


TKknk  you  for  taking  the  tlim  to  < 


Sincerely 
^Jancs  B.   I 


aider  tny  thouohts  and  opinion. 


r- 


^\\:i 


Comment  Letter  72 


Response 


72-1 


72-2 


C^i-X-^   'lit 
' [J  j:^.:.L.^  J^Uy. 

G-  VLc   /...•   .f  r...,-  ULU.    TL^  H-—  6>J^  ,.,./;J.... 
-f  — .<L,r.   i5..V  0».U  ;i  -  .,^-<— 1  ^-i"  or-'.-  -fU   L^ 

.f  ci/c  u.,f:....u,r-..— '7.w...l,.L.a.:■^^.c,. .-' 


r'( 


Tl^  /lU'.^  C'c.l* 


.U......iU.,..^kS. 


72*1      Thank   you    for   your   coiaaanc.       Ic  wai   considered    tn   the   aalactlon 
of    tha   praCarrad  alcarneclva. 


72*2  ^'  ^1^'cusaad  In  Che  DEIS  and  In  aora  detail  tn  Chapter  )  of  Che 
SDEIS  tha  preaenc  riparian  systea  along  Eferla  Creek  Is  In  very 
poor  condition,  and  only  after  InCanaa  aanageaent  to  restore  tha 
riparian  systea  will  It  b*  suitable  for  etttgaclon  of  Rock  Creek 
Lapaecs.       for   raor*   detail,    tee   Section   ).2   of    the   SDCIS. 
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Comment  Letter  72 


72-3 


*»«»*i  Um/«.  aJ«4>^1«  ,«.i-*Oi*-  /*•*♦»-**». 

<CX..I     r^..r..c;.-  „  /.  .^  SL^  UcL  J^'J ,Jr<L)V^  J 


l»«c«~»* 


Responee 


72*3     S*«  tmrnfmnm*   to  Co^Mnc   72-2. 


Comment  Letter  73 


73-1 


Jrrrj    ScbsKI.     r«rrril     Sip^rrlt* 
Reell    !«a||en«l    Forrtit 
29317    W      C    S.     40    -    S«n«     44 
S(»»s*«»l    Sprlnfi.    C*.    I04IT 

la  le  »iH4  CvUritfe  (likvfMn  I 
cketet  tf  iltti  ror  thr  Rack  (;/t 
■  lr*H|lr  Ikat  lit  «■■  ik«aldj'|« 
far  m  la  lae  -k;  anyana  •'.uld  c 
Crtak  ««•»  tkvra  I|  aitetktr  ilta 
Ike   «■■  and   rastrvelr . 


iic:o  c.R.  :3i 

S«ll4a.    Ca.    tltOt 
Oclehrr    :i,    t))' 


aid    Ilka    la  atpraii    •y   aplnian   an  ■ 
/MuddT    Crrek    Raiarvalr.     I     (a»l 

Hack    Crffk.     tn    tact.     II     li    dIKIcall 
oia    (a   dailrar    t k#    riikar;    9n    Rack 
tiiUbIa   tkal    alikt    art*  baiiaMI    fras 


Of  caerit.  till  II  ■  purtlT  I'ltltk  tella 
Craak  bibIh  Im  I k«  tetera  and  kn«»  II  li 
a«allaklr    far   mj   kMi    to   (lik      1    kapa    foe 


•14    Ilka   la    riik  Reck 
ria   Ikal    aaj   k« 


<j\yci'  \  ^N'^'LO-l^^  J 


Response 


73*1  Thank  you  for  your  coaaanc.   Ic  ««■  cenaldarad  In  cha  lalaecle 
of  tha  prafarrad  aleamatlva. 
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Comment  Letter  74 


Response 


74-1 


74-2 


>rry   Scf>«ldt 

Routt  N«tlon4l    for»5t 

2?S97  U*it  U.S.   50.   Sultt  ZO 

St«*'*Mt   Springs.   CO  80407 

Hovomber  9.    1907 

De«r  Mr.   Schmidt, 

I    After  careful  rewlew  of  tfit  Draft  Environmental  Imoact 
Statement  for   Rock  Cr*eti/HLKldy  Creek  Reservoir.  I  would  like  to 
recoimend  t^at  you  suoport  the  no-actlon  alt<trnattve.  I  f»el  tnat 
tn«  [Kirpose  of  the  reservoir  (fulflllinq  the  Gre»n  Mountain 
potential,  facilitating  develODvnt  of  water  above  Shoshone  for 
contract  sale  and.  particularly,  providing  water  for  West  Slopt 
ski  Industry)  do  not  Justify  the  extensive  destruction  of  valuaole 
riparian  wetland  h«t)ltat  and  ntgri  quality  trout  stream,  both  of 
Hhlch  are  severely  threatened  habitat  types  In  this  state.  The 
mitigation  measures  seem  grossly  Inadequate,  for   Rock  Creek,  the 
enhancement  of  S00»  acres  of  eilstlng  wetlands  to  mitigate  the 
loss  of  4G6  acres  of  diversified,  al&elt  stressed,  wetlands  seems 
a  vfry   DOor  tradeoff,  regardless  of  the  HU's  and  HSI's.  Enhince  - 
ment  measures  are  not  described  but  would  apparently  involve  some 
contrived  flooding  system,  requiring  maintenance,  possibly  leading 
to  salt  loading,  and  not  providing  the  diversified,  stable 
ecosytem  of  the  displaced  naturally  occuring  wetland,  at  least  not 
In  the  ntar   future.  I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the  loss  of 
streamstde  wetlands. 

I  would  also  like  to  eioress  my  concern  about  the  disturbance 
of  the  historic  flock  Creek  Stage  Station,  listed  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  Moving  the  station  wo>jld  destroy  the 
integrity  of  the  stage  line  route  being  recognized  In  the 
register. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  connent  on  this  project.  I 
coimend  you  on  your  efforts  to  anticipate  and  mitigate  impacts.  I 
hope  in  this  case  they  can  be  prevented. 


Claudia  0.  Rector 
32:7  0  Road 
Clifton.  CO  91520 


74*1  "^"^k  yo"  'or  yo'Jc  coowenc.   Ic  was  consider**!  In  ch*  aalecelon 
of  thm  pra£arr«d  aLtamaclva. 


74*2  ^^^  mor*  tnfoTnatlon  on  Che  propoeed  BlClgAClon  ara*  and  Cha 
affacclvanaaa  of  Blclgaclon  pLaaaa  aaa  Sacclon  S.2.2.  5.2.},  and 
3.2.4  of  cha  SDEIS. 


Comment  Letter  75 


Response 


f 

Grand  Rlvar  aaneft 
P.C.    ?or   172 

Kmslinf,    CO  eOc59 

'(ockT  Hou 

osr*  ?or« 
11177   -• 
Lakaweod 

Car^lll,    ?a«lorjl    .-ora 
LT-.ain  ?»«lcn 
St  Sanrlca 

t   ttA  Avfnua 

10  902:5 

^\     :  r 

il 

Dear 

^r. 

Carsllli 

-hla 
liwlr 

at 

•r   la  vTlttao   lo  /cm. 
ntel    Icsoact  Statf-a»nt 
I  -hat    :  ballav*   to   ta 

»%   tha    raapcnslbla    orflcial 
far   tha    PocK  :r*a«/:Aiddy   Cr 
an   Important  arTor  and   oil 

aeic 

sale 

-ha  ?rart 

"Irst.    by  ««T  of   iackcrourd.    I 
th»   Srar.d   ?ivar   >ancT    -htcn   cor 
•.»lt«a    by   tMa  .^iddy   :r«tK  ian. 
■lr»Uia«  -It.i    sc-ia    ipill-ov»r 

5, COO  ,-.vad   of    cat-.la    In    t.i«   -Ir 
:•.  dlr-ct:-/   supports    >9    fMiUi 
f««dln<  and   ?aeicln<   induatrlta 

hum   taan   tha  cvnar  for  lot 

This    rancn    Is   aoativ    '.n    -,.1* 
.nto   .ac<3cn   »nd    'Tutt    rjun 
anci    in    "slorado   and    cam- 
tar  and  3ora    -han   1  .ZC:    In 
a  and    '.»  a   najor  supplier 
In   Colorado. 

•    tJ^an  a  decada  of 
f    me    land    lo    be 
•udly  Creak 

9   m  txceaa  of 
-.ha    rruar. 
o   the    ;eaf 

Tha   rancl 

tiocd'ii 

fcur  aa; 
etnar   ri 
aa   It   na 

1  haa   a    llatln^uiBnad  Milory.    laving  ^9an   Tut    ta^tha 
:a-arard    balwaan    i<>i)    and    l^^^T.      I'ndarhls  cvnaranl? 
t    :.'    :Ma    3«r*forl    Sr»*d   -aa  davelopad   en    '.ft»    rirtcn. 
9   '.0    i?j7    tha    rencn   -on  aora    first    ;rliaa   for   :«Mer  c 
37    3tocK   viO'S,    Carwar,    Chlca<o.    Claaha,    and   ):»r.sB%   CI*. 
nr-«»    '-n  /Jarlca    rut    to^aiiiar.      T^e    ranen    la  m-aacuart 
a  taan   sinea    l?29.    :n»  aUa   northwaat   of  Krnal.r.^. 

r    by 

t?ia    :eedlnf 

aitia    in    '-ha 
/.    than   all 
and    tcfay 

I   tal 
tha  ^ 
yaar 

•fru 

ata   a;i    of    thla  lacauae    It   la   r«l»vant    to  wnai   you    ;rcroa 
uddy.      Tha  prcductlva    bottoo   landa    that  you  <rfoijld    'ika    pr 
[a    anort   crop   yaar)  -nor^    than   a  naif  -alUlon   ■aounli  of  ha 
»ar7   to  wintar   eattla.       It    ta   aiaply   not  accnc-alc    In    '.la 
ullural   world    of    tcday    to   buy   and    liport   he-r   Tro^   aoaiavna 
^ouU   and  us  -Ith   in  urBalancad    rincn    -llJi  -lor*    luiaar   ? 
tlal   .(intar  ftad. 

a    lo  do  on 

y   -nich   are 
-cnp«ll  tl»a 
ra  «lB». 
aatura    than 

J-jt   tha 
SctliTja 

tn*   cold 
TMa   ta 

an   no  o 

nay    TToblaa,    tm    l-sport 
9io;a    to-art    tha    souln 
northwaat   -ir.da    -sy    si 
wnara  -a    icaap   our  nard 

^rin«   i:ova  «n*n    -.nay 

nt   aa    It    la.    1»  not    the  «o 
\o    -.na    law   -inter    »im   *nd 
aula   bluf.'a    (aa    la   pointed 
replacaaant  halfar  calv*. 
ara    ready    -.3   aiva   tlrth    in 

ara 

Tvar 

f    It.      Tiaaa 

protected    t:n 
m   your  raport). 
tta   vintar  and 
rjrvflf.       There 
oparatlona. 

fa«l. 
caU 
loca 

l-o  no3«   allaa    *nat   wc 
r^ffd    19   a   r*ator»4    lo« 
■  ItMfl    :ha    laat    >li    o 
:arn  and   a  sachlnary    s 
,    nanaataadad    Sy    tna    ' 

jld   be  dlractly  af.'ec'ad. 
cabin  oru-^"!-''  leraastaad 

tora^a   and    '-Jol    snop   tnara. 

^-    in^    that    vwiid 
»d   tT   the    "Itcn 
jcled   also  a  noaam 

;t    ma  otrtar 
a   <ood   raw  no-iae 

(tha 

ell 

;na  waa  tayond    repair 

),    tlon^  -lt^  raw   corrala. 

a    ca 

vlnf   bam 
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Comment  Letter  75 


Response 


75. 1 


75-2 


ta.  Carr  Cirfflll 
Jmrnmrr  4.   19M 


end   ■  e«<niMrr  tellitnf.      le  bcCi   »!■««•    I   ?»▼•    ^t  utllltlea  cnderfreun4 
for   *Jt*  aaUtetl*  «ilu«.      feth  haeea  ar*   ant  hwa   btan   7«r^an«nllr  occupied 
7«ar  rowitf  ^  r«<>pl*  wtese   falUaa  c«  ^aell  te  the    pioneer  larv   c(    •«•( 
Crand   eountr.      I  P»lata   •J»H  taeaeaa  j-w  reaerl   (^f«   S'05)   aayat 
'Jit    ;r«»ent  toth  are  uae4    is   Trovldt    taaeerarr  rioaalnf  of  rtnO   .-.ar.ls    and 
•  a   Maaonal    opvntlona  Meae   for  laT^e   refie:\*a  hoadcuartared  alaevner*.* 
^at   ataiaaeet  aay  be   partlelly   trae   in  tlu%  «•  ere  Bae4«<Mrtared    four 
■Uoe  awar. 

X  m  not  wTltlni  roQ  thla  latter  to   trr  t«  itof  the  itn.     I  knov  Lhit   v.a 
paofla  eaUn«   Uie  jflciaton  will    pit    It   tnare    If    tiitr  v«nt    tOi    «<neUi«r   I    llta 
It  or  not.      :at    I  vuit   thee    to  nave   tAa   facta  ricit,    at   laaet    tAeee    that    I 
a   featlLir  with,      ia  wooid   be    thrilled   to   enow  fee  or  anytwdr  alee   wnet 
we  ere   teL)cln«  about. 


<  thle 


thli 


ranch. 


If  To«  are  folac  to  de    th 
develop  raplacnant   landa.    »e    that  ve   cut  eoatlnaa    \i 
•ntttr   that   cea  coapeta  efftctlYelf  and    contlnoa   te    : 
*.ia  beaf  Ladaatrr   In  Colcrado.   the  eeoncsr  of  Grand 
•  vaf  of  Ufa  we   think  le  net  enlr  worth  preeervln<  1 

'Aat  eaki 


ind    theae    people. 


art    preserve 


•  pla 


■  bla 


>  Colorede  Terr    apeclal    la  oar  ?oecr  Touotaloa  with    their   atraaaa 
treaa  and  wildlife.      ?ieee  -oera   (raet  veloe    both   te  Coloredane  and   to  our 
*)  blllloB   toexlat   Ind-jatry.      looUnf  aminl  at  whet' a  <3in«  on  la  our  arei 
1*3    t«0rjiin4  te  wonder  aether  -'oet  we  arv  deln*  le   the  rlftlt    thLn<  for 
o«r  future. 

Taybe   lt*a  tl»e  we   stopped  '7«r>UtlB<*  (reed  da«slnf  and  ilvertln^)  eount 
ttreeaa  and    ■^anaflnf*  (read   clear-cut)   aepen   treee.      '-tajTbe    It's    tine  we 
really  fot   aerleue  about  air  ;ollutl;n. 

1   UklAk  we  h»w9  our  ;rloritlee  a era wed  up. 


Sincerely, 

Crend  River  Xanett 


^nlel   ;.    :iltchla 


75*1     ^*   4ppr«cLaca    chit   eUrlfte«clo 


ye.O  Landf  thac  vould  be  Inundetad  or  othervls*  uaed  hy  Che  River 
Dlacrlcc  around  Muddy  Creek  Ke*erv«Lr  tmuld  b«  purchased  ec  fair 
■arkec  valu*  fro*  th«  landownara.  Tbt*  co«pttna«Clon  would  allow 
tho    landownora    Co  buy  raplaeoB«nt   landa    It  chay   ao  chooao. 


Comment  Letter  76 


Response 


fb^  ?7/ovS        " 
^,/^n^.^.,.^  <S^<^  d^.  fey 


^t^^lT,    b/a^^    .-iCA.    ..<i^_r   ^J^      <!r„^~^     ^i^r^c^ 

z^  t'*^^ '^-'^^'^  ^'^'^"-^ - 


.__'^. 


"TT?- 


^^-1^      ^*iAJ   ^-»^-.  «-«-l.  .~  .^-^     gr->.~»-  i-~-w. 
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Comment  Letter  76 


Response 


—7'  -j«--«^T»^«~.-^»^ 


.wS:»<Jr»Ce^— •-J 


— =z:^_  I 


JU^X^ 


■   j^.-..f,-,.._vi^ 


a!n^^c^.tt^^- 


..-<2u 


r-r- 


U^u^a.  .A'^.A.^.tj  — 


4<:^ii^..i.tj.2i*-.  rfi'-y^-^^-^^ii*^ /**'^-'^-'*'~^' — 

^^i^^-z'  .zi^  ^«— ^-r-« — — c«-^ 


Comment  Letter  76 


Response 


76-1 


■^"""^^  ^'"^^  ^''^'^  ^^^"^  "^^^"^ '*^**~*"'' .^i:^***^ 


-i^^. 


•  ,.^c^«.«. 


..^ii 


•rUij  ^, 


-  AfT^^^^M-t^^C^ 


?-^^^f^  ^<r-  y-m^-T^x^ .    ZC<A^^  tx^ 


76*1  ^*  '"""Pt  of  th»  aicncr'l  pr«(«rr>d  altarnaclv*  li  dirfar»nc 
fro«  th«  •nvlronaancalljr  praCaribla  alcarniclva.  Tlia  prafarrad 
alcarnaclva  li  chac  ohlch  cha  alancy  ballavai  vould  fulfill  Ita 
•tacucary  aliaton  and  caaponalblllctaa,  giving  conaldaratlon  to 
•conoale,  anvlronaanCal ,  cachnlcal  and  asclal  faecora.  Tlia 
anvlronnancally  prafarrad  alcarnaclva  la  that  which  will  proaoea 
tha  nACleoal  anvlronsantal  policy  aa  axpraaaod  In  NKfA'a  Saeclon 
101. 
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Response 


76-2 


A,<t5-L^JZi,t> 


<w<5<i>.,-«C  -- 


/^  r 


^i^X-U^  '^/^^^--^ 


76*2    Thank  jrou   for   7*ur  eoaaanc.      Ic  vaa   conildarad   In   ch«    ••lacclo 
of  ch*  pr«f«rr*4  alcarruiclv*. 


Comment  Letter  77 


Response 


OctODer  22.  1987 
Jarry  E.  Scnmidt 
Por«8t  Suparvlsor 
Routt  :<ationa  1  Forest 
29^87  H.  U.S.  40  Suite  70 
Stvaint>oat  Sprinoi,  CO  80447 


Oaar  Hr.  Scnmldt: 


IKi  reqardi  your  decision  to  nermlt  a  da»  on  either  RocR 
Create  or  rtuddy  Craet,  1  urqa  you  to  select  the  Muddy  Cree* 
opt  ion. 

Huddy  Creek  could  be  tworoved  Sy  a  daw.  Rock  Creek  would 
be  dattroyad  ae  a  recrcirtonal  reiource. 

At  far  aa  cost  and  yield  la  concerned,  either  would  be 
satisfactory  for  the  reoueated  purnoae.  why  do  we  need  to 
destroy  another  hloh  oualtty  trout  stream  when  such  an 
acceptable  option  exists? 

If  the  da«  IS  Built  on  Huddy  Creek  we  ninht  even  oet  a 
bonus  tallwater  fisherv  out  of  it  In  time  and  the  Imoacta  of 
conatrucfinq  a  Muddy  Creek  dam  reouire  no  niirlQarion. 
Hitiqation  for  flock  Creek  will  be  difficult  as  the  oronoaed 
eqeria  Creak  mttiqatlon  tcnai^  is  obvloualy  Inadequate. 

How  often  do  you  aat  to  aporove  a  daw  that  requires  no 
ftltlqation  and  wtlt  «ctuallv  have  the  potential  for  son* 
positive  impacra  into  the  barqain? 


Slncar«ly.  ^ 

Charles  A.  Russelt 
•SOD  w.  81st  Dr. 
Arvada.  CO  8000} 


ftT/r 


\m 


77*  •!     Thank   you   for   your   coaaanc.      It  waa   conaldarad   In   cha   aalactLo 
of    cha   preferred   alcamaclva. 
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Comment  Letter  78 


Response 


Thank  jou   for  your  tint  and  coiuidtrmtlon. 


SlBovrtly, 

Mcqualin*  St^to 

Eoi  914 

OK  Crok,   Colorado     S04S7 
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Comment  Letter  78 


78-1 


78-2 


October   14,    t987 


nr.J«rr7   E.    Schnldt 
U.5,    Forest   Service 
Houtt   national   Torest 
29587  Vest   U.    S.    40 
Steuiboat  Springs,    Colorado 


a«i      Sock  Creek/Iluddy  Creek  :ie0ervolr 


Dear  Mr.   Schaldti 


The  neetlng  regardlnf  the  Rock  Creek/Iiuddy  Creek  Reservoir  vhlch 
was  held  In  Taap*  last  week  wae  vfell-conducted  and  enllrntenine. 
Thank  you  for  the   opportunity   to  express  ray  vievs   then  and  now. 

In  conalderlng  O.S,    Tor^st   Serrtce  approTal   for  this    project, 
I   hope   you    will    keep   forenoet    In   your   mind    the    protection    of    our 
national  forests   for   which  your  agency   is   charged  and   your 
reeponalblllty  to  maintain  Intergenerational   equity  In  the 
B&nageaent   of   theee   forests.      It   appears    that   the  i^ock  Cre*k/ 
Muddy  Creek  ^leeerroir   proposal   Is   not   consistent   with   these 
obligations.      Firstly,    th-re   Is    no  actual   need   for   this   water 
•  torage   project   and   secondly,    it  >flll   only   lead   to   Irreversible, 
ecologicla  daaags   (the   extent    of  t'hlch   Is   yet    to  be  detemlned). 
Also,    If   this    project  were   to   be  completed  the   Forest   3enlce 
woold  haig   S8,5ooJi^nu^JJ^5Jpac^Jjr-sts   areas   to   creataartlf Iclal 
run-offi      This    situation   Is   directly  contrary   to  one   of    t^e  aoet 
tsportadV-(eaturee   of   for^s   -   their  role  aa  a  water-9h«d  and 
wrrote^tor   of   sot-irt 


n3*rw^fr*in^  til    r^^^^  conctrns .however .    Is   the   fact  that  allo(rinff 
'./!i^.prqjgf../61i^W     to  extravagant  vater   use   by  municipalities   and 
*^»  ^y,'j  j^iwgTKaa   on  the  part   of  these   entitles    to   Institute   sound 
jp'.^r'-nni   3QU-ei*s.      This   forestalls    the  critically   needed  awareness 
CUvaness    of  this   resource  and   Its   wise  use. 

I   unrei-TJe   ij.  "7.    Foreet   Service   to  resist   this   unworthy   proposal 

tronr   In   its    pertectlon  of   national   forests    not    for   fity 


Response 


idrad  years   dovm   the  rocd   but   for  r.nd   Indefinite   period   of 


78*1  Clearing  of  forest  areas  to  craata  artificial  runoff  is  not  a 
pact  of  either  proposed  project.  The  hydrologlc  and  operational 
analyaaa  have  bean  based  on  historic  end  existing  condition 
hydrology    to   esclaaco    raeervolr    Inflow   and   water   yield. 


78*2     '^""*<   y*"^   ^"^   y°"'   coi^ant.       tc  «•   eonaldared 

of  the  preferred  altsrnacLva. 


In  cha  salacclon 
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Comment  Letter  79 


Response 


79.1 


^Sio^  yii^  ^-^  a   ^*^»-"  '^  '"^    L/yi-^^  C.J.  /J 
^i<n/  CMoT^,  CO  SosU 
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Comment  Letter    80 


>-?-' 


80'1 


KfU 


c// 


Response 


80*1  """''  ' 


for  your  coi»«ne.   It  »••  conild«r«<l  In  th«  ••lactlo 


ou  for  y 


of  cho  pr«t»rr«<J  •lc«m»elY«. 
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Comment  Letter    81 


Response 


81-1 


Sepi.  iB.isffT 


JOHW  5P£2irt 
CoioC/\Bo,  f«l77 


Supv,   ^Kmidl-^ 


J:i/ 


Tlh^    ra^^SLa 


m 


<M  6» 


,4^7    T^  y\u.J  ,-tJu 

LJ'rv  ti,    k.rU^,...  -bk,/^  luLttL  A*.,AA^,' 
Uoijtii^  OM.    evA-i-t^-^   -|»i  tk)     Ti^^"^  riv/c,  cU-nKt 


Q^*^  Xc  Is  asauaad  chac  your  r«f«T«ne«  to  tho  Tvln  Fork*  projaet  vmt 
■••nc  Co  bo  cho  Tvo  Forks  projacc.  Tho  raladonshlp  bocvoan  cha 
propoaad  projoec  and  cho  Macro  Danvar  Wacar  Supply  Syacaa-wtda 
EIS  (which  Includaa  cho  Tvo  Forka  projacc)  la  dLseuiaad  In 
Saeclon  1.2. 1.2  SOUS. 


Comment  Letter   81 


Response 


81  2 


81  3 


,  u-*-*  J"»  uei  i2*v./    Jt^-<  iS^-cai'^  cL^x*-^ 
JU^^yl^       C  OjL,.^  U.,^     gc^^^C  J -^^1^)   h 

ri^  v^A  ^lA^^^  sil>»-  -^^  >>-  i— ^ 


il--~«l 


•"'7 ,  ^^^  -^(f  v 


81*2  Pl««««  »••  Section  5.2.2.  3.2.3.  and  5.2.4  of  Che  SDCIS  for  Bora 
Infornaclon  concerning  che  feeslblllCy  and  af f ecclvanasa  oC 
ualng   Egerla   Creek   m»   a  BlElgaclon   alC*. 


81'3  ^*  alclgatlon  plan  for  Rock  Creek  doaa  noc  raqulra  chac  anj 
vacar  ba  diverted  froa  tha  Yaspa  Rlvar  basin  <Saa  Section  5.2 
SDEIS).  Nlclgatlon  at  tha  Egarla  Creek  ilCa  would  ba 
accoapLlshad  with  native  tracer   suppLlaa   In   cha  baaln. 
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Comment  Letter    82 


Response 


3I3EIIT  J.  sp:/::ti. 

Ijrlrereoletist 

f,  C.  kci  77C)*7 

3t*sccott  3;.-lin..  CC  f_477 

21  OcteWr  19^7 

Jerry  Z,    Scheldt 

Forest  SuMcvleor,  ^oult  :(etl'>nel  roreet 

i-^61    >tflt  «.5.  40.  :«\t-  10 

Stescboei  Sprtitffs.  CO  80497 

RCi  ^ccx  ciErr/CTosT  C3i3<  aisiiavcin  oairr  Efrtifloi£.-;r  impact 

3TiTEil.rr. 

Ssilleents-.loni 

On  ;e«ee  J-4  »fy6    ).^  of  the  CHS  the-s  1*  s  dlfcueslcr.  of  the 

Site  ~«oloo  of  the  ^ai*  eenstruetlsn  sites  of  Reek  Creek/ 

liudd-r  Crees  KaaerTOln.   Kr««Ter.  the  geoloo  ©f  »»>•  drstns^e 

•  rees  of  each  eontr'.fcutln^  bestn  Is  not  41scassed  \n    4nou<n 

detsll  to  inllcete  the  esfnltuee  of  letlzent  contribution  due 

to  trie  nature  of  the  areel  reolofie  forcsllons  that  undTly 

82-1 

sseh  dralnsfs  basin,   ilso,  the  Is  no  reference  to  the  Sedl- 

aentstlon  Studtee  done  et  the  ^eck  Creek/Uuddy  Creek  O&a  Sites 

by  the  U.  9.  CeoloMcel  3wr*er. 

The  nao*  -^Jddy  Cree-i-  ar.d  the  observel  S.rtr.<  snoeeslt  ron-Off 

are  fOol  Indications  of  en  eitresely  hl«h  sedlcsnt  oarrlafe  to 

the  pro;.09e3  Huddj  CresR  Reservoir  sits  and  has  been  born  out 

br  the  Studies  dooe  >y  the  0SC5 . 

W>iere  the  Rock  Creek  ^tudj  hat  «stt3St#d  •  eean  annual  total 

Sedlaent  dtschsrfs  Into  the  proposed  reservoir  at  4$0  tone  per 

yoar  the  Kedd?  Crees  Stud/  has  eetVaetei  the  cean  annual  t?t»l 

sedlacnt  dlsehsrfe  Into  the  proposed  reservoir  at  OJ.OOO  tons 

per  jear.   Reeever,  I  vould  like  to  point  out  that  the  ^viiy 

Uuddy  Cre>k  Study  e«s  done  for  the  «ater  Tears  1905  thrcurh 

196^  and  It  le  unlikely  that  the  theoretlc.l  lOO^-flood  floe 

pea«  *es  Included  In  the  statistical  deterilnat lor,  of  the  seen 

annual  slschar^^e  total.   In  other  *ords.  the  .  otsntlal  oontri- 

butlOR  of  tediaent  to  the  LudSy  Creek  Reservoir  site  could  be 

82  2 

considerably  higher  than  -.he  level  of  cnntributlon  alluded  to 

In  the  3lIS  (lOjt  of  capacity  after  100  /ears  of  sedlseot  Icfloe 

at  the  8), 000  tons  per  year  rate). 

Due  to  Che  M«b  sedlsent  load  that  vould  be  contributed  to  the 

proposed  Juddy  Creek  aeservolr  lon^  tera  eontaet  vith  the  sed- 

lasr.ts  derived  predcalnentlj  fror  the  Pl*rre  Shsle  vould  affect 

82-3 

the  overall  quality  of  the  eater  end  aaterlalty  Increaee  the 

total  dissolved  solids  eontsnt  of  the  lai.ounded  eaters. 

iLll  of  the  above  vould  oontrlbute   to  a  lesser  dsslrabllity  to 

the  seleetlon  of  "Muddy  CreeK"  es  the  Preferred  site. 

-1- 

82*1  Sotl  eharietarltctcf  of  tha  Nud^y  Cr««k  batln  ara  dtacuaaad  In 
datall  In  Saetlon  ].].2  SDEIS.  Tha  USCS  aadlaa  <c  acudjr  ta 
rafarancad  In  Sacelon  3.4.2.2  (DSIS  and  SDCIS)  and  cha  nacura  of 
cha  aadlaanc  load  la  dlaevuaad  (i(uddy,  1910.  Tha  USCS  acvid;  ia 
rafarancad  and  quocad  froa  In  SaecLcn  4.4.3.2  of  both  tha  DtlS 
•nd  SDdS. 


82*2    *    aubacanclal    factor    of    aafatj    ta    Includad    In    tha    Mudd/    Craak 
aadlaancaclon  •■ctaacai   (Saa  (aaponaa   Co  CnMine  3-23). 


82*3    Vatar  quality  and  aallnlty   la 
In  Sacelon  4.4.3.3  SDEIS. 


Huddjr  Craok  ara  addraaaad 


Comment  Letter   82 


82-4 


N-ere^ 


Section  4-0  Envl ronaer tal  Corse 
4.J.U  ^sereatlcn  Pesoarces  dlaus 
of  the  itock  Creek  Reservoir  Site. 
Colorado  :>tate  »'ark  rscitlty)  it  a 
s  State  rae-.Uty)  a  fee  alles  scut 
not  centvonel.  nor  Is  there  s  disc 
voir  (currently  order  construction 


IS9  the  anticipated  lepacte 

JLlthoufh  Steaaboat  Lake  (^ 
Frtloned.  Pearl  lake  (also 
issat  of  SteeabciLt  Lake  1* 
ission  of  StSfecoacb  ^eser- 
--lust  a  fee  allee  north  of 


the  OQck  Creek  sits)  that  eUl  also  have  a  Colorado  Stat 
fftclllty  asBoclated  vith  It  upon  eec^letlon. 


Park 


nespeetiuiiy  euosmea  , 
Sidney  A   <^ple«el 


Hydrofeoloclst 


err 


m 


Response 


gO»A  Vtslcatlon  data  for  chata  ocher  Scac*  Fark  facllLtl««  vara  not 
available:  chey  were  noc  Included  In  Cha  deaand  study.  However, 
Chara  win  llkaljr  ba  so«a  reallocation  of  visitation  If  either 
of  tha  da»a  are  built  (see  peges  4-SS  and  4-170  of  cha  SOEIS) . 
Steaaboat  Lake  waa  aantionad  In  Cuvulatlva  lapaeta.  Section  4.) 
of  tha  DEIS. 
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Comment  Letter   83 


Response 


83-1 


83-2 


Kin  Vacarlu 
BOK  773540 
Steamboat  Spgs., 
80477 


TOt  J*rry  Scheldt 

Forest  SuD«rvl«oc 
29SI7  Wast  U.S.  40 
Suit*  20 

StesfflbOBt  Spqs.,  CO 
S0437 

REi  COMMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD  ON  PROPOSED  POCK  CREEK  RESERVOIR 


western  slope 
Lstlng  In  the 


as  Indicated 


would  not  be 


Aa  a  long-eiine  resident  of  Routt  CounOy, 
Increasinqly  concerned  about  the  use  of  o 
water  resources  for  the  sole  purpose  of  a 
growth  of  the  Denver  metro  area. 

II  oppose  the  selection  of  the  Rock  CceeK 
in  the  EIS  for  the  foilowdng  reasons: 

1.  I  believe  that  the  rock  creek  reservoi 

considered  for  construction  at  this  ti 

for  the  option  of  leasinq  its  water  to 

Board.  This  type  of  tHinking  is  deClnl 

best  interests  of  the  western  slope  wa 

The  wi<^  in  which  the  lease  is  set  up  w 

use  nearly  all  the  water  in  the  reserv 

25  years,  but  for  all  of  time.   The  en 

of  natuRal  fishing  and  wildlife  hablta 
Colorado  at  the  Expense  of  Denver's  thlrs 

The  EIS  does  not  address  the  complete  source  or  amount  of 
water  to  be  used  for  the  Eqerla  Creek  mitigation.  This  loophole 
allows  for  the  potential  use  of  additional  Yampa  River  water 
to  be  used  in  a  trans-basin  water  diversion  wHich  threatens 
even  further  the  natural  flows  in  the  Yampa — flows  which 
are  essential  to  the  economic  and  natural  well-being  of  our 
te\.«trsf-acrfty*o^r  etxuoww  ■ 


he  Denver  Water 

ly  not  in  the 

r  interests. 

1  allow  Denver 

to 

r  for  not  just 

result destruction 

foR  people  in  w 

ester 

for  orowth. 

Sic, 


^/''^f^";-/ 


^p 


%i. 


//V^' 


f-i  -u 


83*1    TTiank   you    for    your   coan«nt.       Ic  was   conaldarad   In   tha    aalaetio 
of    cha   prafarrad  altamaclva. 


83*2     ^**  "**?<>"■*   '■'  CoaMKta   ()-2  and  61-1. 


Comment  Letter  84 


Response 


Oarr  IH""*.  vrvr 


407S    So».»   I'^lc.J.   BouU.rJ 

Erjl.-«»i.  CoUraJ.  80110 


OCIIMI 
Received 


<?\. 


\ 


84*1 


34*1  V*  appreciate  your  cedent  end  will  consider  It  If  a  decalLad 
■Itlgaclon  plan  Is  prepared  for  the  Rock  Creek  altarnatlve.  Sea 
the  SOCIS  for  additional  LnferBaclon  on  the  Preferred 
Alternative  and  addlCloneL  detail  on  alclsaclon  planning 
for  Rock  Creek. 
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Comment  Letter   84 


Response 


:.>N 


-\  ^^V— -3 -X  ».«■•<> 


.-.-<-c^=. 


^Ok   \^Lhr^('^ 


7^.C0v.^<.-- 


Comment  Letter  85 


Response 


85  1 


KIRKLAND  «.  ELLIS 


Novenb*r   4,    19)7 


oc  looos 
107  •rt-v)0O 


J«rry   E.    Schnldt 

ror«it  Supervisor 

Routt  National  roreat 

2»5«7  w«jt  U.S.  40,  Suit*  JO 

Staamboat  Sprlnqa.  CO   B0487 


Oaar  Mr.  Schatdti 


Plaaaa  land  ma  a  copy  of  the  followma  documanta 
concarnlnq  tha  proposed  'Rock  Craek/Huddy  Creek  Reservoir" t 

Ul   Draft  EIS,  as  described  in  Notice  of 
Availability  publlsned  In  the  rederal  Reqllter  Vol.  S2, 
No.  I'J,  Sept.  4.  ltd,  p.  ]]«]ei 

(21   rinai  CIS.  whan  releaaedi  and 

(3)   Any  decision  notice  or  other  decision  docu- 
ment concerning  thia  project  or  any  alternative 
thereto. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 

Ve^y  Aruly  youre. 


11-^ 


CRarles    S.    White 
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Comment  Letter    86 


Response 


WIUJA  l.«.1U|(NRR&  IIOt>lRS.PC 


October  6.  19S7 


nr.  Jarry  C.  Schnidt 

rorait  Supvrvlior 

Roucc  NAeion«l  ror«ft 

25997  W4St  U.S.  Highway  40,  Suit*  20 

Stt«nbo«t  Springs,  CO  80487 


0«ar  Mr 


Schmidt: 


86*1 


I  •»  th«  tn«mb«r  sppoinccd  by  Ch«  Governor  and  confirnad  by 
ch«  Scn«e«  to  represent  the  main  Colorado  River  Drainage  on  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Colorado  Water  Resources  and  Power  Develop- 
■mnt  Authority.   Because  of  that  membership.  I  was  able  to  attend 
the  tour  of  the  Huddy  Creek  and  Rock  Creek  da*  sites  sponsored  by 
the  Coiorado  River  Hater  Conservation  District  on  September  29,  1987, 
Hy  familiar  It/  with  the  sites  extends  beyond  the  information  gained 
on  the  tour  because  I  have  been  privileged  to  read  many  commentaries 
on  the  sites. 

The  best  decision  for  the  people  of  this  State  would  be  to 
construct  the  dam  at  the  Rocit  Creek  site.  t  know  you  are  aware 
that  the  dam  will  be  used  to  solve  short-tern  water  shortages  anti- 
cipated on  the  East  Slope  and  at  the  end  of  the  1-ase  term,  all 
of  the  water  supply  will  be  available  for  the  needs  of  the  Mest 
Slope.  The  lease  itself  contemplates  that  there  will  be 
within  the  reservoir  for  Immediate  use  on  the  west  Slope, 
the  recreational  advantages  offered  by  the  site  will  be  immediately 
available  for  the  public. 

Yours  very  truly, 

WILLIAMS,  TURNER  4  HOLl^CS,  P.C. 


ply 


'  /  ai 


86*1    ^•"''  y**"  '**'  your  comment, 
of   ch«  pr«C«rr«d  Alcemaclva 


Ic  wet   considered   In  th«   selection 
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7.0   PUBLIC  HEARINGS  AND  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  -  SUPPLEMENTARY 
DRAFT  EIS 


Comments  on  the  Supplementary  Draft  EIS  (SDEIS)  were  received  during 
public  hearings  on  October  3,  1988  in  Denver,  Colorado;  October  4,  1988  in 
Kremmling,  Colorado;  October  5,  1988  in  Oak  Creek,  Colorado;  and  October  6, 
1988  in  Grand  Junction,  Colorado.   Written  transcripts  of  these  hearings 
were  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.   Written  comments  were 
received  during  the  comment  period  following  distribution  of  the  SDEIS. 
The  comment  letters  received  and  hearing  transcripts  are  reproduced  in  this 
chapter.   Accompanying  each  identified  comment  is  a  response.   Some  of  the 
responses  give  supplementary  information  or  a  reference  to  the  appropriate 
section  of  the  Supplementary  Draft  EIS  or  this  Final  EIS  where  revisions 
were  made  to  the  SDEIS. 

The  twenty- three  comment  letters  have  been  grouped  as  to  type  of 
agency  (federal,  state,  county/municipal,  other  organizations,  and 
individuals)  and  numbered  sequentially,  starting  with  comment  letter  101  to 
distinguish  the  SDEIS  comment  letters  from  the  DEIS  comment  letters  (which 
start  with  comment  letter  1) .   Transcripts  of  the  public  hearings  are 
identified  by  letter:   A,  B,  C,  D.   Comments  are  referenced  to  the  index 
number  of  the  commenting  agency  and  then  are  numbered  consecutively  within 
the  comment  letter  (e.g.,  Index  Number  101-5  refers  to  the  fifth  comment 
from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers) .   The  responses  to  the  comments  appear 
adjacent  to  the  reproduced  comment  letter  for  ease  of  reference.   In 
addition,  to  permit  cross  referencing  the  comment  by  discipline  (aquatic 
biology,  economics,  etc.)  an  index  to  the  comments  by  discipline  is 
included. 
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INDEX  OF  WRITTEN  AND  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS 

BY  SOURCE,  ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 

SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


INDEX  NO .^7  AGENCY 


Federal  Agencies 

101.  Department  of  the  Army 

Sacramento  District,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Sacramento,  California 

102.  U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Great  Plains  Region 
Billings,  Montana 

103.  U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Colorado  Field  Office 
Golden,  Colorado 

104.  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
Region  Eight 

Lakewood,  Colorado 

105.  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Region  VIII 

Denver,  Colorado 


State  Agencies  and  Representatives 

106.  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

State  of  Colorado 

Denver,  Colorado 

107.  Senator  William  L.  Armstrong 

United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.  C. 

108.  Congressman  Ben  Nighthorse  Campbell 

House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C. 


2J   Comments  are  referenced  to  the  index  number  of  the  commenting  agency  and 
then  are  numbered  consecutively  within  the  comment  letter  (e.g.,  Index 
No.  101-12  refers  to  the  12th  comment  from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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Counties.  Municipalities,  and  Districts 

109.  Town  of  Granby 

Granby,  Colorado 

110.  Grand  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Court  House 

Hot  Sulphur  Springs,  Colorado 

111.  Grand  County  Water  and  Sanitation  District  No.  1 

Winter  Park,  Colorado 

112.  Town  of  Kremmling 

Kremmling,  Colorado 

113.  Kremmling  Sanitation  District 

Kremmling,  Colorado 

114.  Mesa  County  Water  Association 

Fruita,  Colorado 

115.  Municipal  Subdistrict 

Northern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District 
Loveland,  Colorado 

116.  Summit  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Breckenridge,  Colorado 


Other  Organizations 

117.  Colorado  -  Ute  Electrical  Association,  Inc. 

Montrose,  Colorado 

118.  Natural  Energy  Resources  Company 

Palmer  Lake,  Colorado 

119 .  Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corporation 

Golden,  Colorado 

120.  Tri-State  Generation  and  Transmission  Association,  Inc 

Denver,  Colorado 


Attorneys  and  Individuals 

121.  Kirkland  &  Ellis 

Denver,  Colorado 

122.  Glen  A.  Miller  and  Associates 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

123.  William  E.  Rayner 

Kremmling,  Colorado 
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Public  Hearings 

A.  Denver  Botanical  Gardens 
Denver,  Colorado 
October  3,  1988 

B.  County  Fairgrounds 
Kremmling,  Colorado 
October  4,  1988 

C.  Oak  Creek  High  School 
Oak  Creek,  Colorado 
October  5,  1988 

D.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Grand  Junction,  Colorado 
October  6,  1988 
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INDEX  TO  COMMENTS  BY  DISCIPLINE/TOPIC 
ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 
SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Discipline /Topic 
Alternatives/Facilities 

Aquatic  Biology/T  &  E  Species 

Cultural  Resources 

Cumulative  Effects 

Economics 

Financing 

Grazing 

Hydraulics/Geomorphology 

Hydrology /Reservoir  Operations 


Land  Use  and  Ownership 

Miscellaneous 

Mitigation 


Purpose  and  Need 
Recreation 

Soils 

Transportation 
USDI/BLM  Policy 
Vegetation/Rare  Plant/Wetlands 


Comment  Numbers 

101-1,  118-3,  118-4,  118-5,  120-1, 
120-2,  121-2,  121-3,  121-4,  121-12, 
121-13,  A-9,  B-9,  C-2 

103-8.  103-12,  106-1,  B-8 

106-10 

101-1,  101-6 

121-19,  121-20 

101-2 

101-3,  121-16,  121-22 

121-21,  B-10 

102-2,  103-1,  103-2,  103-5,  103-10, 
103-12,  106-9,  113-1,  114-1,  114-2, 
114-3,  117-1,  119-1,  121-1,  121-5, 
121-6,  121-7,  121-8,  121-9,  121-10, 
121-11,  121-12,  B-6,  B-10,  B-11 

121-15,  121-17 

101-7,  102-1,  102-3,  102-4,  A-8 

101-8,  103-3,  103-7,  103-9,  103-15, 
103-16,  103-17,  103-18,  103-20, 
105-1,  105-2,  105-3,  105-4,  106-2, 
106-4,  106-5,  106-6,  106-7,  121-23, 
121-24,  123-1 

118-1,  118-2 

106-11,  106-12,  106-13,  121-14, 
121-18,  B-7 

114-6 

104-1,  106-8 

103-4,  120-3,  D-3 

101-4,  101-5,  103-6,  B-13 
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INDEX  TO  COMMENTS  BY  DISCIPLINE/TOPIC 

ROCK  CREEK/MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR 

SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (continued) 


Discipline /Topic 
Water  Quality 


Comment  Numbers 

114-4,  114-5,  114-6,  114-7,  114-8, 
114-9,  114-10,  114-11,  122-1,  122-2 
122-3,  122-4,  D-1,  D-2,  D-4,  D-5, 
D-6,  D-7,  D-8 


Wildlife/T  &  E  Species 


103-11,  103-13,  103-14,  103-19, 
106-3 
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FEDERAL  AGENCIES 
Comment  Letter  101 


101-1 


101-2 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ASM-? 


nber  23.     1988 


-%...-v.^ 


Reiulatory  Sectlo 


Mr.  David  AtWlna,  Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Mananement  

Kreonilna  Resource  Area 
U16  Psrh  Avenue 
Kremmlinf.  Colorado  80459 

Dear  Mr.  Atkins : 

The  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(SDEIS)  for  Che  proposed  Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Project 
has  been  foruorded  to  this  office  for  direct  reply.   The  SOEIS 
has  been  reviewed  as  it  relates  to  Corps  of  Engineers  projects. 
Investigations,  navigation  and  regulatory  responsibilities. 


T^-e  proposed  action  does  not  c( 
sjecta  or  investigations  for  flood  c 
sources  developments  In  the  project 
i^estUations  In  the  Colorado  River  fl 
riducted  by  Sacramento  District,  Corp 

Our  early  and  continued  Involveme 
i/ironmental  consequences  of  the  alte 
aperating  agency  has  afforded  resolu 
our  regulatory  (Clean  Water  Act]  co 
nments  are  provided  for  conaideratio 
/Ironmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS): 


nfllct  with  Corps  of  Engineers 
control,  navigation  or  water 

t  area.   Flood  control 
Basin  are  currently  being 

rps  of  Engineers. 


in  the  dlscloi 
ative  projects  as  a 
on  of  the  preponderanC' 
ems.   The  following 
in  preparing  The  Final 


f  th» 


tural  alternative  In 
ated  with  the  proposed 


1.  Pages  1-17,  Paragraph  3  -  A  atr 
the  Fraser  River  Valley  is  directly  asao 
projects  through  the  River  District  -  De 
Agreement  of  December  15,  1986  ( MOA )  .  T 
«0A  qualifies  the  Fraser  Basin  proposals  for  consideration  In 
cumulative  Impact  section,  and  should  be  discuosed  in  the  FEIS. 

2.  Pages  11-17  Paragraph  4  -  The  baa<f  price  of  S250.00  per 
acre-foot  per  year  appears  a  bargain  under  the  Denver  Water 
Board  Lease  In  comparison  with  the  cost  per  yield  of  the  nuch 
larger  projeeta  studied  during  development  of  the  Metropolitan 
Denver  Systemwtdo  BIS.   It  appears  that  the  River  District  shoul 
receive  a  greater  base  price  per  acre-foot  to  ailou  greater 
opportuni  ty  for  future  West  Slope  Water  development. 


Response 
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Ai    noced    In    Section    2.2.2.6    SDETS,     the    Colorado    Water 
Resources    and    Power    Development    Authority,     in    conjunction 


with    the    River    District    and    other    project    pn 
currently    Investigating    small    storage    sites    Ln    the    Tn 
rater    supply    problems. 


River 


solutlo 


The 


oard 


itrl 

Understanding  and  Lease  related  to  the  proposed  project 
would  assist  the  District  In  solving  problems  rela::ed  to 
present  and  future  water  needs  In  Western  Colorado,  such  as 
those  In  the  Fraser  Basin.  However,  the  Authority  study  Is 
at  the  feasibility  level  and  Is  considering  structural 
solutions,  non-structural  solutions,  and  combinations  of 
these.  It  would  be  premature  to  anticipate  the  outcome  of 
that   study    In   thla    document. 


The  Denver  Water  Board  cu 
utilize  their  dlversio 
proposed  project  will  not 
Williams    Fork   Reservoir      a 


by    the   Moffat   Tunnel   diversion   system. 
will   not    impact   the   Fraser   Basin. 


rently  has  the  ability  to  fully 
s  upstream  of  Krorrjnl  Ing.  The 
change  the  historic  functions  of 
d    will    not       change    the    diversions 


The   proposed   project 


Since  a  Fraser  River  site  has  not  been  selected  it  is 
difficult  to  Include  In  the  cumulative  Impacts  section. 
Projects  Included  In  this  section  generally  have  been 
Identified  and  have  a  fairly  high  chance  of  being 
constructed,  at  this  time  this  is  not  the  cAsa  for  a  Fraser 
Rtver  etructural  alternative. 

101*2  ^^*  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  the  River  District, 
Denver  Water  Board,  and  the  Northern  Colorado  Water 
Conservancy  District  not  only  established  the  conditions  for 
leasing  water  from  the  proposed  reservoir,  but  also  resolved 
a  number  of  other  long-standing  Issues  between  the  parties 
Involved.  Accordingly,  the  price  per  acre  foot  was  not  the 
only  consideration.  For  a  25-year  lease  period  the  River 
District  believe*   the   $250  per  acre   foot   to  be  acceptable. 


Comment  Letter  101 


Response 


3.   Palea  2-37.  fsrajraph  2  -  What  portion  of  the  17flO  aor.s 

of  livestock  grazing  Ilea  within  mitlitAtion  property  on  Muddy 

Creek'   will  the  Kremmling  Mananeuenl  I'lnn  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 

101-3 

ManaKement  he  capable  of  sufficient  change  under  amendment  to 

allow  Jevelop,i.ent  of  mitigation  commensurate  with  project 

implementation. 

4.   PaKea  2-J3,  Table  2.7.1  -  It  mny  be  appropriate  to 

101-4 

Indicate  all  functional  wetland  value  may  not  be  mitigated  at  the 

Muddy  Creek  Site. 

5.   Pa«cs  3-69,  Paranraph  3  -  Does  the  acre  value  of 

artificially  irrigated  meadows  represent  all  of  the  wetlands 

present  due  only  to  artificial  Irrigation?   From  a  Corps  of 

101-5 

Rngineers  jur i sd ic r iona 1  point  of  view,  are  there  'any  other 

wetland  types  tftat  could  be  supported  solely  by  artificial 

Irrigation'' 

B.   Pages  J-179,  Paragraph  4  -  The  possibility  of  fraser 

101-6 

Klver  structural  alternatives  should  be  discussed  at  this 

juncture  due  to  potential  significant  cumulative  impacts. 

101-7 

7.   pages  5-21.  Paragraph  3  -  This  paragraph  is  repetitive 

land  redundant.   The  same  narrative  is  provided  on  Page  S-18. 

The  development  of  the  recent  mitigation  proposal  has 

afforded  greater  specificity  of  mitigation  and  alternative 

101-8 

mitigation.   The  inclusion  of  this  plan  at  Chapter  5  or  as  an 

appendiv  to  the  FEIS  would  provide  more  site  specific  detail  to 

the  reader  upon  review  and  would  display  the  amount  of  effort 

that  has  been  given  to  mitigation  of  project  impacts. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  .SUEIS.   If  you 

have  any  questions,  contact  Ken  Jacobson  at  telephone  (3031  243- 

1199. 

Sincerely, 

Grady  L.  McNure 

Chief,  Regulatory  Unit  4 

764  llorUon  Drive,  Room  211 

Grand  Junction,  Colorado  81506-87iy 

1/ 

Cppiea  Furnished: 
'Mr.  Jerry  Schmidt,  Forest  Supervisor,  Houtt  National  Forest, 

29587  West  U.S.  4U,  Suite  20,  Steamboat  Springs.  Colorado  80487 

BIO/WEST,  Inc.,  1063  West  1400  North,  Post  Office  Box  3226, 

Logan,  Utah  84321 

101-3 


1014 


101-5 


About  395  acres  of  public  land  would  be  fenced  from 
grazing  for  the  proposed  nltlgvitlon  area.  The  affected 
allotments  would  be  chnnged  to  affect  the  mitigation 
needs.  The  Kremmllng  RHP  would  need  to  be  amended  to 
fflclUtat**  the  reservoir.  The  FF.IS  (Section  1.9)  includps 
the  proposed  change  to  allow  authorization  of  the 
reservoir   and   the  mitigation  areas. 

Your  comnent  Is  appreciated.  As  noted  in  the  SDEIS  for  Rock 
Creek,  and  which  holds  true  also  for  Muddy  Creek,  it  is  our 
opinion  that  the  major  functional  value  lost  would  bo 
wildlife  habitat.  A  discussion  of  the  reasons  for  this 
position   is    provided   in  Chapter    2.0   of    this    FEIS, 

In  August  1989,  a  survey  was  completed  in  coordination  with 
the  Sacramento  District  to  delineate  Jurisdictional  wetlands 
at  Muddy  Creek.  A  copy  of  the  Jurisdictional  wetlands 
survey  report  is  on  file  with  the  Grand  Junction  office  of 
the  Sacramento  District.  A  continuum  exists  between  solely 
artificially  Irrigated  wetlands  and  natural  wetlands.  Thla 
fact  Is  the  primary  reason  why  the  wetlands  analysis 
centered  on  all  wetlands,  not  Just  Jurisdictional  wetlands, 
since  the  two  types  could  not  always  be  accurately 
separated.  Therefore,  the  wetland  assessment  not  only 
identifies  all  areas  with  wetland  characteristics,  but  also 
includes    all    types    of   wetlands    in    the   project    area. 


101*9       Please   refer   to  Response   Co  Comment   lOl-l. 


'|Q'|.y  Ue  agree  with  your  comment,  h 
Information  was  of  Interest  t 
vegetation   and  wildlife   sections. 

101-8 


tfever,     we     felt    that     the 
the    reader    of    both    the 


The    mitigation    plan    for    the    Muddy    Creek    proposal    has    been 
summarized   in  Chapter   3.0  of  this   FEIS. 
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Comment  Letter  102 


Response 


SUSiAL'    or    .IICLAMATIOM 
-;.-fa:  Pliina  ?«ifioii 


JE-: 


}1caor«ndua 

To<        Hr.  D«vc  AtVlnt.  Resource  Area  Nsnaitcr,  '(rcmllnt  Resource  Ar 
3ure«u  of  Land  Managcocnc,  P.O.  Bo;i  68,  KrcnmlLn^,  CO   0O4S9 

Front     Reiilonal  Director,  Sllllngi,  Montana 

Subject r   Suoptenental  Draft  Cnvlronnenta t  tspact  Scjccment  fSDEIS)  for 
Che  Proposed  Rock  Crcck/Huddy  Creek  fteaervolr  (envlronncncal 

Scacenent) 


vtcwed    Che    subject    do< 


nd    have    Che    (ollouin^    cocgnents 


II  The  Indent  (Section  10,  p^ge  10-7)  ahows  the  Bureau  of  Reclaicatloi 
tRecU»aClon)  la  to  be  dUctjed  on  pa^et  1-25  and  5-:.  byt  no  reference, 
to    9c<-lsnatlon    appear    on    these    pai^ea. 

12.       It    U    aiiuned    the    ihortages    to   perrtitt    full    utilization   of    the 
lOO.OOO    acre-foot    pool    referred    to    In    Section    1.2.3.4(2).    page    1-9.    arc 
Cteen   Mountain    Reservoir   water   «arketing    shortage!    during   dry   years. 
Thla    should    be   clarified    in    the    final    envlronoencal    statement. 


102-3 
102-4 


3.      There    It   not    a    list    of  environmental    connltnenta    contained    in 
the    subject    document.      Reclamation   believes    such    a    list    should    be    contain 
In    tho    final    environmental    statement    to    Inform   the    public    of   all    envlronm 

U.      A   review   of    those    sections    to  Chapters   A    and    5.    which    address 
cultural    resources,    gives    a    diffuse    Indication    that    approprl^ite    cultural 
resource    compll.ince   will    occur.      Ue    sugge^st    a    clear,    concise    comnltncnt 
concerning   cultural    resources    according    to    36  crR   S00.'>    and    .5    be    contain 
In    Che    environmental    connltment    list    discussed    above. 


'|Q2*1       ^^*    referflncas   ar*    In  arror  and   ahould  ba    Bureau   of   Land 
Manayement  pp.    1-25  and  5-1. 

InO.O  ^''  assumption  la  correct.  In  preparing  the  SDEIS  the  note 
"^'^  specific  language  of  the  DEIS  was  generalUed  so  as  not  to 
presurae  the  ouccone  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Creen 
Mountain       vater       aarketlng       contracting     process.  This 

operational    requirement   has   been    eliminated    from    the    FEIS 
(See  Section  lA/i.l   and  Chapter   2.0  FEIS.) 

102*3     1^1>    final    Environmental    impact    Statement    (FEIS)    contains    a 
Hat   of   environmental   coonlusents    (Chapter    5.0). 

102*4  Cultural  rasourcea  commltnenta  ara  Included  In  the  list  of 
environmental  comnltnents  In  the  FEIS  (Sea  Reaponae  to 
Comenc    102-]). 


Comment  Letter  103 


Response 


TO: 

FRCM: 
SuaJtCT: 


103-1 


103*2 


103-3 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

MSH  AND  IVILDLIFE  SERVICE 

COLORADO  IltLDtJIflCE 

rw  SIMMS  STREET 

BOOM  :■»: 

COIOE.N.  CCIORAOO  aoJOi 

-Novemcer  2\,   1988 


Resource  Ars:  Manager 

Surea-j  of  Lano  ."^anagetrent.  <re'annng  Sesourcs  Area. 

P.O.  3o)i  58.  <refnnHng.  Coloraco  80^59 

Ac:lng  State  Suoervlsor,  FIsn  end  wildUfe  tnhancerwn:.  Golden, 
Coloradc 

SuooleTsntsl  >5f.  -nvlr^rfnentai  '.rraact  Staii-nent  -"or  ^cc'< 
Cresk/.'^ucdy  Cre«K  Reservoir 


We  nave  reviewed  the  Sucolemeital  Oraf;  •nv*ron.T.ent2l  Ifrcac:  Scjiaren:  fc- 
ftoc^  Cr35</:iudCy  Cree't  Reservoir,  Rcutt  ind  "jrano  Counties,  Calorico.  ina  nave 
tne  follc-ftng  comments. 

General  Ccuments 

Tne  fish  and  wildlife  Service  (Service)  finds  that  the  SuoDlemental  Draft 
Envlronn-.ental  Impact  StateTert  (50£IS)  Is  well-written  and.  generally,  the 
Description  of  Alternatives  and  Affected  Environment  chaoters  are  complete  and 
accurate.  However,  some  sections  of  the  Environmental  Consequences  and 
Mitigation  chapters  need  additional  Information. 

The  SOEIS  mentions  that  an  Annual  River  Operation  Meeting  should  be 
estaolljned  with  the  Denver  Water  Deoartirent.  the  Northern  Colorado  Water 
Conservancy  District,  the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclema'.lon,  and  local  water  users.  We  request  Involvement  of  the 
Colorado  Division  of  wildlife  and  the  Service  In  the  prooosed  meetings  to 
Insure  concerns  regarding  downstream  Impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 
especially  enoangered  fish,  ar*  addressed. 

The  Environmental  Consequences  chapter  does  not  address  Impacts  to  the  aouatlc 
environment  on  the  Colorado  River  above  the  81ue  River  confluence  or  Impacts 
tc  the  Williams  Fork  River  below  Williams  fork  Reservoir.  We  understand  that 
the  prooosed  reservoir  would  supply  Creen  Mountain  Reservoir  fill  deficit 
under  the  East  Slone  Scenario.  However,  since  the  proposed  reservoir  wculd  be 
operated  in  conjunction  with  WiMta::is  fork  Reservoir,  as  well  as  OHHon  and 
Green  Mountain  Reservoirs,  potential  Impacts  Induced  by  changes  in  flow  on  the 
Colorado  River  above  Krermllng  end  the  Williams  Fork  River  should  be 
addressed. 

Tne  Mitigation  chapter  explains  Impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
O'jtnnes  proposed  mitigation  measures.  The  wetlands  mitigation  Is  based  on  a 
Habitat  Evaluation  Procedures  (HEP)  study  conducted  at  the  Reck  Creek  and 
H'jddy  Creek  propose-  reservoir  sites,  and  proposed  mitigation  sites  for  each 


103-1  ^^  *'  Intended  that  the  annual  operations  meetings  (Section 
IWO-  1.2.3.4  SDEIS)  include  participation  by  all  Interested 
agencies  such  as  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife.  as  well  as  Input  froo  environmental 
groups,  other  interested  groups  and  the  public.  The  aeetlngs 
will  consider  operational  enhancement  of  the  upper  Colorado 
River  water  storage  and  delivery  system  within  the 
operational  constraints,  demands  and  flexibilities  of  the 
water  management  agencies. 

1f)1  9   Ulth   Ullliaiis   Fork  Reservoir,   Denver  currently  has  the 

IVO*^   ability   to   fully   utilize   their  diversions   upstream  of 

Kremnling.   This   project  will   not   change   the   historic 

functions   of   Ullllans   Fork   Resei-volr  and  will   not  change 

the  diversions  by  the  Moffat  Tunnel  diversion  system. 

Substitution  of  water  Involving  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  and 
the  proposed  reservoir  will  be  the  subject  of  an  agreement 
between  the  United  States  (Department  of  the  Interior),  the 
Denver  Water  Board,  and  appropriate  other  entities. 
Conditions  under  which  substitution  can  be  made  will  require 
specific  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (acting 
through  the  Bureau  of  Reclnnaclon)  prior  Co  the  Implementation 
of  this  agreement.  As  noted  In  Section  1.1.  the  SDEIS  la  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation's  NEPA  compliance  document  for  this 
proposed  action.  If  future  substitutions  or  exchanges  are 
proposed  which  have  inpaccs  different  from  those  disclosed  In 
Che  SDEIS.  additional  NEPA  compliance  will  be  required  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  Agreement  will  be  limited  to  a 
substitution  of  water  between  Creen  Mountain  and  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoirs.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  will  not  impact 
the  referenced  reach  of  Che  Colorado  River.  Since  there  would 
be  no  hydrologic  impacts  to  this  reach,  chare  would  ba  no 
Impacts  to  the  aquatic  environment. 

We  appreciate  your  comaenC.  The  axplanaclon  for  th«  2dO 
acrea  ac  Egerla  Creek  la  shown  in  Table  S. 2 .&. 2  which 
explains  the  beaver  aodel.  Since  a  high  SI  value  la 
achieved  with  lesa  than  100  percent  trees  or  woody  shrubs 
(actually  only  25-20  percent  would  ba  needed.  the  entire 
mitigation  area  doea  not  need  to  have  creea  or  ahruba)  hence 
only  a  portion  would  be  planted.  A  similar  explanation 
applies  to  Muddy  Creek.  The  HEP  evaluation  and  use  in 
mitigation  Is  explained  In  more  detail  for  Muddy  Creek  In 
Chapter  2.0  of  thla  FEIS  and  In  the  Muddy  Creek  Mitigation 
Plan  (Chapter  3.0  FEIS).  Pleat*  refer  to  ches*  docuncnts 
which  have  clarified  the  queatlons  you  raise. 
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arei.  Tables  on  pages  S'lO  and  i-it   lutrmarlxa  ih«  resuUi  of  tht  HCP  itudlcs 
for  Kock  Cretk  and  Huddy  Creek  resoecclvely.  Ihert  seens  to  be  som« 
dtscreoancy  between  the  nu»tCer  of  acres  reootred  wst-fflanagemeni  for 
mlltgatlon  by  the  H£P  analyili  and  the  murter  of  acres  shown  In  the  ttst  of 
managewnt  actions  for  each  site.  At  Rock  Creek,  the  HCP  analysts  shows  376 
acres  (wtth  a  habitat  suitability  Index  of  .S)  would  be  reoulr^d  to  reolace 
188  habitat  units  (with  a  habitat  sultabllUy  Index  of  .7$)  of  wniow  riparian 
habitat  (reoreiented  by  the  beaver  model).  However,  cage  5-14  outlining 
management  actions  would  only  provide  vegetation  of  ?60  acres  of  riparian 
habitat.  At  Huddy  Creek,  the  hep  analysis  Indicates  that  161  acres  (with  a 
habitat  suitability  Index  of  .65)  would  be  reoulred  to  reolace  20   habitat 
unUl  (with  a  habitat  suitability  Index  of  .5)  of  willow  riparian  habitat 
{represented  by  the  beaver  modeU.  The  habitat  management  practices  outlined 
for  lower  Huddy  Creek  Indicate  SO  acres  would  be  vegetated  with  willow  and 
other  riparian  species.  The  mitigation  requirement  for  wet  meadow  reoresented 
by  the  elk  Todel  would  be  SOI  acres  (wtili  a  hdbltai.  suitability  Index  of  .8) 
to  replace  the  324  habitat  units  (with  a  habitat  suitability  index  of  .39) 
lost  In  the  reservoir  site.  The  mitigation  proposals  for  wetlands  do  not 
appear  consistent  with  the  mEP  analyiu.  There  Is  a  mixture  of  habitat  unit 
replacement  and  acre  for  acre  retlacement  In  the  proposed  management 
practices.  The  outline  of  proposed  management  practices  should  show  how  lost 
habitat  units  will  be  mitigated  and  relate  the  nurroer  of  acres  proposed  for 
management  with  the  nurter  of  habitat  units  reoulred  for  mitigation  by  the  HEP 
analysis.  Habitats  not  within  the  scope  of  the  HEP  analysis  (beaver  ponds  and 
Cottonwood  stands)  are  adeouately  addressed. 

The  Service  has  received  a  draft  biological  assessment  that  addresses 
Federally  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  Service  (s  in  the  process  of 
reviewing  this  document.  After  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  addresses  our 
conments.  we  anticipate  formal  Section  7  consultation  to  begin.  The  final 
Environmental  Invact  Statement  should  not  be  released  until  Section  7 
consultation  has  been  coroleted.  Section  7(d)  of  the  Endangered  Soecles  Act. 
as  amended,  requires  that  the  Federal  agency  or  applicant  not  make  any 

everslble  or  Irretrievable  connlt/nent  of  resources  during  the  consultation 
period. 

Specific  Coflments 

£Aafi       Section  Ccnirents 

1.2.3.4    Paragraph  one  discusses  Annual  River  Operation 

Meetings.  We  request  Involvement  of  the  Colorado 
Division  of  wildlife  and  the  Fish  and  wildlife  Service 
In  these  meetings,  we  are  concerned  about  downjtreaw 
invacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  especially 
endangered  fish. 

4.3.6.2    Paragraph  four  of  this  section  states  "The  prooosed 
reservoir  would  not  destroy  the  hydrologic  and  soil 
coTOonentJ  of  wetlands."  Although  these  coffconents 
would  phvslcally  remain  after  Inundation,  they  would 
not  re.m  their  wetland  functions.  According  to  the 
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Raiulca   of   Section   7   eonaulc«cton   and   ch«   Biological   Opinion 
•r«    auaaaclzed    In    thla    FEIS    (Chapcar   4.0). 


103*S      ^**   Rasponaa    Co  CoaaanC    103-1. 


^Q3*0  Wetland  eolla  alone  da  not  parforv  funeclenal  valuea.  They 
provide  a  plant  growth  aadlua  which  Is  axploltad  by 
hydrophytlc  vegacatlon  and  provides  a  aadLua  to  contain  and 
convey  water.  The  vagacatlon  along  with  water,  are  the  oost 
Laportanc  coaponantt  of  a  wetland  In  regard  to  the 
functional  values  provided  by  watlandt.  Therefore, 
Inundation  of  wacLand  soils  does  not  In  Itself  conscLcute  a 
raductlon  of  overall  functional  value  of  a  wetland.  A  aora 
detailed  discussion  of  wetland  functional  values  which  would 
be  lost  with  a  reservoir  Is  Included  In  Chapter  2.0  of  this 
FEIS. 
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4.3.8.1 
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4.4.7.4 


U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service.  Soli  Survey  Staff 
(1975:1-2).  soli  li  limited  to  terrestrial  situations 
and  shallow  waters.  Therefore,  areas  are  not 
considered  to  have  soil  If  the  surface  1l  permanently 
covered  by  deep  water. 

This  section  states  that  the  mitigation  plan  presented 
In  Chapter  5  would  totally  mitigate  the  loss  of 
wetlands.  Considering  the  ht^n  vlldllfe  values 
associated  with  the  wetlands  In  the  project  area,  it 
would  be  doubtful  tnat  the  plan  as  presented  could 
'totally  mitigate*  losses  incurred. 

This  section  states  slltatlon  would  occur  below  the 
dam  site  during  construction,  with  settling  occurring 
near  McCoy.  A  monitoring  program  snpuld  be  initiated 
to  det^nntne  Impacts  to  spawning  brown  trout  In  this 
area. 

This  section  states  that  It  Is  expected  that  Egeria 
Creex  would  not  replace  all  of  the  aouatlc  resource 

values  lost  at  Rock  Creek.  This  does  not  meet  the 
Service's  mitigation  goal  of  in-<lnd  replacement  of 
habitat  values. 

The  ^tM  Slope  demand  section  should  address  incacts 
to  other  areas  (Colorado  River  above  Rock  Creek,  fltue 
River,  etc.). 


Inc. 


Paragraph  3  discusses  a  power  l 
Would  the  proposed  line  be  :::ns 
raptor  electrocutions?  we  re:ue 
lines  assodatea  with  the  arojec 
conform  with  criteria  set  forth 
Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  P 
PcwerMnes-The  State  of  the  Art 
Research  Report  14.  Raptor  Resea 
1981.  Copies  of  this  report  may 
Raptor  Research  Foundation.  Carp 
Center.  12805  St.  Croix  Trail.  H 
55033.  A  'take'  (Including  elec 
species  of  raptor  tj  prohibited 
of  one  or  all  of  the  following: 
Act  (16  U.S.C.  701-718).  the  Eag 
U.S.C.  66-6680)  and  the  Endange 
U.S.C.  1531.  et  seo.). 

The  west  Slope  demand  section  mould  »iolaln 
difference  in  flow  oatcernt  aoove  and  Celow  Huddy 
Creek  on  the  Colorado  niver  ana  on  me  Slue  River. 
Also  there  snould  be  a  discussion  of  tmoacts  to 
fisheries  In  these  areas. 

3 


nsmlsslon  line. 

ucted  to  prevent 
St  that  any  power 
t  be  designed  to 

n  the  document: 

otectlon  on 
1981:  Raptor 
rcn  foundation. 

oe  ootalned  from  the 

nter  St.  Croix  Nature 
astlngs.  Minnesota 
trocutlon)  of  any 
under  tre  orovl ilons 

Migratory  Bird  Treaty 
le  Protection  Act  (16 
ed  Soecles  Act  (16 
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The  discussion  on  p.  ft-63  Is  referring  to  the  rasulcs  of  Che 
HEP  evaluation.  All  of  the  wildlife  valus  as  docunontcd  bv 
HEP  vould  he  altlgaced  at  c'.ie  site.  Ue  would  a«r«a  that  the 
HEP  aay  not  have  aveluaced  all  of  the  vUdUf^  vxlue.  but 
did  evaluate  the  aost  nportanc  values.  A  slallar  arguaent 
could  be  aade  for  alclgatlon  of  any  valuable  resource,  the 
higher  the  value  the  aore  difficult  It  Is  to  altlgeta 
'totally'.  The  proposed  altlgatlon  raflscCs  tha  bast 
atcavpcs  of  cha  UUdllfa  Vork  Croup  to  alttgata  all  of  the 
wildlife  lapects. 

As  discussed  In  tha  section  you  rafar  to.  a  sadlaanc  control 
prograa  would  be  part  of  tha  projacc  ($••  Chapcar  5.0 
FEIS  •  Envlronnental  Co««U«ants)  and  It  would  reduce  the 
aaounc  of  downstreaa  slltatlon  to  Insignificant  levels  that 
would  not  warrant  a  sonltorlng  prograa.  If  for  soma  reason 
Che  sedlaant  control  prograa  did  not  work,  an  aaergancy 
aonltorlng  prograa  aay  be  warranted. 


The  section  refarrsd  to  Indlcatas  chat  habitat  values  would 
ba  replaced  -In-klnd"  using  tha  IFIM  aethodology  Hanca. 
the  Service's  altlgatlon  goal  for  physical  habitat 
replacaaent  would  bo  saclsfled  The  discussion  aIso  notes 
chat  the  high  gualtty  of  cha  Rock  Creek  habitat  would  not  be 
replaced,  which  would  aean  that  all  habitat  value  would  not 
ba  replaced  aa  you  note.  The  section  further  states  that 
this  would  bo  an  unavoidable  adverse  lapact  since  cha 
habitat  value  could  not  be  totally  replaced  through  any  fora 
of  raasonabla  altlgatlon. 


103*10   ^*  noted  In  Section  4.1.1  SOCIS  tha  lapacta  asaesaaant  Is 

based.  Initially,  on  cha  NaCro  Denver  Lease  deaand.  Than, 
differences  In  lapacCs.  If  eny.  for  the  UesC  Slope  danand 
era  addrasaed  The  UeaC  Slope  daaand  section  (U/i.l.U)  does 
not  discuss  lapacta  to  other  areas  because  they  are  the  saaa 
as  chose  dtscusaed  for  these  areaa  under  tha  Metro  Denver 
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inS'll       "•        •ppr.el.c.      your 

fww     ■    I      ^,j^      j^,   propo««d     f 

rapcor  •l«ccrocuclon. 


Any  powar  Una  aaaoctacad 
will  ba  conacruccad  Co  pravanc 
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Tber*  are  no  difference*  In  flow  projecred  for  the  Colorido 
River  ebovo  Muddy  Creek  (See  Response  to  Cosaent  103-2) 
Differences  In  flow  on  tho  Colorado  River  below  Muddy  Creek 
•  re  presented  In  detail  In  Section  <.  (•  )  10  SDEIS  (at  the 
Kreiinillng  and  Ootsero  gages).  Differences  In  flow  for  the 
Hue  R.lver  would  be  Identical  to  those  dl5cu«";ed  In  Section 
4  3  3  i.  for  Rock  Creek  Reservoir,  as  noted  In  Section 
U  U.'i.U.  There  Is  no  discussion  of  Inpacts  to  fisheries  In 
these  areas  under  the  West  Slope  demand  for  the  reasons 
cited  In  Response  to  Convnent  103-10  Final  hydrologlc  data 
for  the  Muddy  Creek  alternative  ate  discussed  In  Section 
14   16  of   this   FEIS. 
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In  Paragraph  1  you  should  lUt  the  cavity-nesting 
birds  and  estimate  how  many  nests  would  be  losl  due  'o 

Inundation.   The  Higralory  fiird  Treaty  Act  (16  U.S  C. 
701-MB)  prohibUs  the  "taking"  of  birds,  eggs,  nests, 
parts  or  oroducts.  iherpfire.  the  significance  of 
this  adverse  irrcact  should  be  more  fully  analyzed. 

This  iible  shows  only  one  variable  for  the  HCP 
evaluation  species:  elk.  All  variables  should  be 
presented. 

It  Is  stated  that  the  total  estimated  cost  for 
manjq»>mpnt  actions,  surveys.  pl«inninq.  and  mon'toring 
would  be  I?70.000.  Is  thi«  the  cost  for  a  fi-e-ycar 
pe'''orJ/  wnai  nould  happen  after  five  years,  and  who 
HouM  manage  the  prooertv?  Operation  and  malntenanre 
cos*;  for  the  life  of  the  oroject  should  be  included  in 
thf  total  cost  of  the  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek 
alternatives. 

P«rfparpni  rronttoring  plots  Should  be  Included  In  the 
first  part  of  the  study.  Study  of  phenology, 
poil'nators,  etc  Is  not  necessary  since  these  aspects 
Mere  Included  In  the  doctoral  dissertation  by  Dr. 
Jeffrey  Kflrron  (University  of  Colorado  198M.  An 
Inventory  of  potenttal  shale  habitat  upstream  alo^g 
Hu3dy  Creek  should  be  substUufd  for  Study  No.  4. 
n^'-ds  to  t)e  er^f^aslied  in.ii  any  studies  inwolvlng 
trsnspMnting  and  seeding  are  e«perlmental  procedures 
Hho^e  potential  for  success  is  unknown,  rarr'^n  (oef-s, 
coi^.J  hu  stated  that  seed  germlnailon  Is  lew  ind  seed 
parasitism  's  h'qn  for  tne  Qster'iout  milk'.elch 
(Aiirflqjlji  os.Vf'^QUl!  "  ■  Bee  luse  of  t^-e  e»Der  ime^^tal 
nature  of  the  mitigation,  the  de^-ee  of  -nuigallnr  of 
project  Iffvacts  through  transplanting  is  not  certain. 

Par-iqr.ipn  1  s'ales  thai  a  review  of  milgation  goa's 
fcr  NlliMfe  w3*  ctiCuried.  The'.--  goals  s.-ould  oe 
oresenied  In  this  section. 

Paragraph  one  states  f'ai  mitigation  for  the  elk  model 
wmiid  require  ^IS  arres  of  mitigation  land  to  replace 
trie  Habitat  Units  lost  due  to  project  imolcTcntit  ion. 
TiOle  S.3.4.1  suTFari/es  the  moUai  (valuation 
Pr-;cedures  iH(P)  analysis,  ihis  table  shows  the 
eilsting  iiahitaf  '^uitabtlliy  Inrte»  (uSI)  for  ;fie 
m.tlgition  site  Is  .l*i  and  tha^  management  of  me 
ntlgation  site  would  Increase  the  HSI  to  .8. 

Howve*".    manaa^^ent    for    ^!^    Icr^S    is    not    preSTtied    in 

the  Msi  of  proposed  habitat  management  techniques  for 
the  lower  Huddy  Creek  Hlilgatlon  sUe. 


It 


103-13 


The  section  you  refer  to  Indicates  the  Inpacts  would  be 
Insignificant.  The  reason  for  this  Is  that  considerable 
area  of  high  bank  hahltat  would  reiialn  below  the  proposed 
daa.  In  fact  most  of  this  habitat  would  be  below  the 
proposed  dao  There  Is  little  Indication  that  this  type  of 
habitat  would  ba  Uniting  following  construction  of  the  dam. 
therefore,  relatively  llttla  change  In  nesting  potential 
would   result. 


■|r\0,-<A     A   fsore    thorough   explanation   of    the    alk    model    can   be    found    In 
Chapter   2   0  of   this   FEIS 

-1^.1, .|e  This  cost  ostlaata  was  for  the  first  five  years  of 
IUO-19  development  and  initial  management  This  period  of  time  Is 
explained  In  mora  detail  in  the  Muddy  Creek  Mltlg.itlon 
Plan  (See  Chapter  3  0  FEIS)  It  Is  Intended  that  a  long 
tera  management  plan  would  be  prepared  at  the  end  of  Che 
five  year  period  to  direct  management  for  the  duration 
of  the  project  The  cost  for  operation  and  mal.itrnance  will 
not  be  known  until  that  time,  but  the  River  District  would 
be  responsible  for  management  of  the  area  for  the  life  of 
the   project. 

*f\'%    Aft   U«   appreciate  your  conments   on  the   proposed  mitigation  plan. 
•"'*•'"    Your    comments    have    been     incorporated     into     th.     Final 

Mitigation        Plan        which      Is      sunisarlzed         In        this         FEIS 

(Chapter    3   0) 


103.17    ""•       "ItUatlon    goal    w..    to 
kind     values  Adiscusslo 

Chapter    3  0  of   this   FEIS, 


eplaro    all    lost    valuea   with    in- 
of      goals  has  baan   included   In 
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pnnse  to  Comment  103. 1  Tha  dlflcrenre 
refers  Co  the  entire  area  and  actu.il 
habitat  manipulation  Is  required  In  only  a  portion  of  that 
area  to  achieve  the  0  D  H<;i  Please  see  Chapter  2  0  FEIS 
where    additional    detail    on    tha    elk   moile 1    is    presented 
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This  tabtt  shows  only  one  variable  for  the  HEP 
evaluacton  soeclet:  ellt.  Alt  variables  should  be 
prcscnce<). 

This  section  states  that  bottomlands  Mould  be  fenced 
and  grazing  rewoved.  However,  tne  nmrber  of  acres 
oroDOsed  for  this  management  practice  Is  not 
discussed. 


In  sunmary,  we  reconmend  the  following  be  Included  in  the  final  Environmental 
IriDacc  Statement: 

1.    The  Service  and  the  Colorado  Division  of  wildlife  should  be  Inciu-led  In 
the  proposed  River  Operation  Meetings. 

Z.         The  Environmental  Conseauences  chaoter  should  address  Imo^cts  ""esultlnq 
In  changes  in  flow  on  the  Wlllianis  Fork  River  and  the  Colorado  River 
above  iCrefmil Ing. 

3.  The  Mitigation  chapter  should  Insure  that  all  habitat  units  lost  by 
project  irrolementatlon  are  adequately  mitigated  with  the  proposed 
management  practices. 

4.  Results  of  formal  Section  7   consultation  should  be  presented  In  the 
Final  Environmental  Inoact  Statement. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  conment.  If  we  can  be  of  further 
assistance,  please  contact  Patty  Schrader  of  our  Grand  Junction  office  at 
(303)  ?43-2778. 


Sincerely. 


j^//^f'i<-'^^'-' 


LeRoy  M.  Car! .on 
Acting  State  Suo«rvtsor 


FUS/FUC.  Salt  Lake  City 

FUS/FWE.  Granil  Junction 

FUS/8FA  (£RT),  Wasnington.  O.C. 

FWS/FUE.  Denver 

001.  Denver 

COOU.  Grand  Junction 

COOW.  Denver 

£P»,  Denver 
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Thta  lecdon  In  Ch«  SDCIS  aieusvd  chac  tha  entire  bocCoaUnd 
ujea  Cor  ■Ictgaclon  would  b«  fenced.  Detalli  oC  fencing  are 
provided  In  cha  Final  Ntclgaclon  Plan  for  Huddy  Cr«*k  which 
has  baan  auasarlzad  In  chli  FCIS  (Chapcer  3.0) .  Also, 
pleas*  saa  Ratponsa  Co  Co^sanc  LOI • 1 . 
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US  IDeoofimeni 

of  fromoof  to'pon 

Colorado  Olvlsio 

Federal    Hluhxay 

A'Jrtllnlllr 

tlon 

FedorcX  Highway 

SS5    Zand    '^Irp-t  . 

Room    ?')f) 

Admlnlttrallon 

Lal<<>-nou,    Color* 

<jo    mzzt 

Regton  Eight 

October  2B.    1988 

In   reply   ref«r   to:MA-CO 

43< 

Mr.   Jerry  f.    ^Ichmldl,    Forest 

Siipe 

rvlsor 

Routt   Nation*)   rore*;f. 

Z'lS'*?  u.  U.S. 10  -  Suite  ?n 

Steamboat    Springs,   Colorado 

80187 

Dear  Mr.    Schmidt: 

Subject:      Suople^ntal   Draft 

Eny 

rinmental    Import    Statement 

for  Rocit   Creek/Hiiddy  C 

eek   Reservoir 

We  hawe  rewi*H»d  the  subject 

(Joe 

mrnl    as    U    relates    tO    transport 

jtlon 

facilities   and  offer  the   fol 

owl 

iq  co«ncnt    for   ynur   consideration. 

fh<  Rock   Cre»lc   Reservoir   opt 

nn 

•ciM  relocate   apprfi»in*iely   I/? 

mile  of 

104- 

1     5H    134.      Your   alternative  an 

lys 

•i   should  clearly  docu  ent   the  p 

rorosed  new        1 

alignment    (of   SH   134}  avoids 

and 

mlnimties  environmental    impacts 

Sincerely  yours. 

O^S^z^/^^--'—       , 

Leon  J.    WUm«fl 

Division  Administrator 

,-;ifTj;5i; 

-.'*' 

•  9 

'a^ 

V 

> 

\\ 

mI 

l!'* 

^1 

'». 

Al 

'•« 

.^/ 

^f^ 

'-'v-y'' 

104*1  ^*    propoiad   new   allgnaanC    for   StaCa   Highway    134    It    ahown   on 

iw»  fUura    2.4.1     and    dtscusaed    In    SacClon    2.4    I    JOCIS.        Tha 

preLlslnary  design  considered  Federtil  and  SCaca  highway 
design    icandards  tf    a    projecc     la    paraltcad,     roadway 

nodtf  Icactons  will  b»  addressed  In  final  design  and  wUL 
coaply  wlch  all  Federal  and  Seaca  highway  acandarda  and 
specif IcaClons. 
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S> 


Unl  ED  STATES  EtIVinONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  VI 

Sqq  1  Bin  STREET  -  SUTE  500 

DENVER.  COLORADO     B0202-2405 


Ret:   ePM-EP 

U>vld  Hatr 

BI.M,     Kt^nmlln'j    Besourci*    Al 

116  Park  Av»nue 

P.O.  Box  SB 

Kremmlinq,  Colorado  804S9 


105-1 


NOV  i  I  iggg 


Drar 


Ha 


Th«»  Rikqlon  8  offlcp  of  Kh0    Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  rotrploted  11'^  revlp«  -^1  tl.e  dmlt  Wet  Un'l  Mitigation  Plan 
«  Surplemental  l>ra(t  CIS  Cor  Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek  and  odera 
the  following  comments  for  your  consideration.   First  ve  ar« 
pleased  to  see  tit"  project  proponent's  shift  to  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  since  we  l^elleve  It  has  fewer  overall  Impacts  to  the 
environment  than  Rock  Creek  Reservoir. 

O'jr  environmental  con<-erns  associated  with  the  Muddy  Creek 
Reservoir  center  on  the  need  to  adequately  mitigate  the  loss  of 
892  acres  of  wetlands.   The  Final  Reprrt  of  the  National  Wetlands 
Policy  Forum  recommends  a  national  goal  of  "no  overall  net  loss 
of  the  nation's  remaining  wetlands  base,  as  defined  t^y  acreage 
and  function."   Fui  »  het  ,  they  re'-r.mmended  the  Implementation  of 


■sir'jnjer  mitigation  ie-|iil. 
CO  that  taken  as  a  whole,  p 
l-y  wetlands  restoration  o, 
the  proposed  190  acres  of  w 
compensate  tor  the  loss  of 
proposed  reservoir  fully  re 
wildlife  habitat. 


within  the 


verslc 


atory  programs 
e  fully  offset 
creation.-   we  are  concerned  whether 
etlan.l  mitigation  Is  adequate  to  fully 
wetland  functions,  even  assuming  the 
places  all  wetland  functions  except 


The  BLM,  In  the  SDEIS.  has  apprc 
^rouqh  a  modification  of  U.S.  Flph  a 
ihltat  Fvaluatlon  Frc-edures  (IIFrl. 
>luc  ct  IIFP  In  arriving  al  hal'ltal  v 
na  lor  'onccrnc 


iched  wetland  compensatlo 
id  Wl idllle  Service's 
Hhlle  EF»  recnqnlre-.  the 
»lues  for  various  habitat 


types, 
prcpo> 

piespr 

our 

.>1«  f 

•-.    In 

'.„l,)ec 

mltlgi 

(  1  ve 
lion 

'-onijcrns  xhen  using  MFP  to  develop  mitigation 
or  w»tland  teso'irces  are  II  the  difficulty  this  method 
quantifying  non  hald'at  wetland  functions,  and  21  the 
nature  o'  HEP  assumptions  which  often  result  in  more 
for  game  species  at  the  detriment  of  non-game  species, 
concern  Is  e'^r'^clally  true  when  an  appropriate 
pedes  Is  not  available  for  the  habitat  type  being 
Impacted.   FFA  bellev.".  that  n  ui  wllulfe  h.ibltat  functions  are 
«t  least  equal  in  importance  to  wetlands  wildlife  habitat 
functions. 


Indicator 


Response 


105-1 


We  «pprecl«ce  your 
very  aware  of  the  p. 
altlgatlon  Plea 
detailed  dlacuaslon 


looaent.   The  Ulldllfe  Uork  Croup  wea 

entlal  probleoa  with  Che  use  of  HEP  for 

see   Chapter   2.0   FEIS  for  a  aore 

n  other  wetland  functions  and  how  they 


would  be  Impacted  by  the  proposed  dan.   The  reservoir 
replaca  all  functional  values  except  wLldlLfe  values 


ould 


In  response  to  your  concern,  tha  Wildlife  Uork  Croup 
utilized  another  aodel  In  the  HEP  analysis  to  assess  wetland 
inpacts.  As  a  result,  about  ^3  acres  of  additional  wetlands 
■Iclgatlon  will  be  required.  For  details  see  the  final 
■  itlgatlon  plan  (auiiBarUed  In  thla  FEIS  as  Chapter  3.0). 

Since  the  goal  of  altlgatlon  was  to  replace  all  values  lost 
at  the  reservoir  site.  the  proposed  altlgatlon  and  the 
reservoir   would   fully   altlgate   tha   lapacts   to   wetland 


Comment  Letter  105 

In    thf.    apecHlc    r»,:m    of    th^    SnFIS.    w«    von  M    l!k»    to    point 

out    SPVPfal    aieas    wh*r*«    wp    b«»Upvr»    th<?    HFr    evaluation    could    be 

Irrprov/pH     to    bpttfr     a-hlo/c    ik    halanr-erl    habitat     Pqua  1     to,     or 

Ayr-«*..llin     tl"»t    of     tho    wtlir.ris    tn    be     lort.        In    1  h-    rasp    "f     the 

Rork    rr«.Pk     millqatl'n    plan,     more    pffott     should    b*!    plflCPd    on 

1052 

m^th-'Hs    whl^h    would    ImpiovP    tl.p    fnltlqallon    sU-    ha^tat 

B.ilt.ihllUy    to     IpvpU    whi'h    w'..ild    at     Ipast     -qua  I     tho^P    -hlrh 

w"u  I'l    bp     lost.        For    os-a'r.pl/',     the    \)^l     90a  1     Id     t  h-    mltlqatlon    arpa 

(->r     t.oavpr     and    ypllow    wa.bl^r     ';h'^.ill    at      )pa.:t     "qi^  1     that     which 

will     t'p     lost.        Thp    Ff'FIf    mUlaatioti    plan     (or     Mn-l-ly    Tr-pk     Is    a 

more    appropil.itP    appc^'-h    whl'-h     rPi-ilt*     Jn    bpttpr     habitat 

•  ultahUUy    In    the    nltlg.itlon    arpa    than    the    affp'-tpd    arpa. 

Ar    a     rp^ult     o(     1  hP     tpvIpw    of     mltlqaMr>i.    plana    anl    mrotltiqs 

Blnc"    thp    p'thlf-atl-'i    of     l?.P    'itTI'^,     It    haa    t-P'-omp    ajparPnt     that 

the    MFP    analyslR    b"lr.'j    .i«;pd    In    thp    Pork     r,  ppfc /H,Kl-1y    Crppk     HRPA 

pioop^s    haR    bppH     In    a    r-on'.tAnt     -itatp    of     modification,     an'J     1^ 

Rtlll     iPln-i    mo.liripd.       Th-^    nrpA    do^.in-AMt     n«prU     to    provldp    t  h« 

rPi^^i     with    a    clpar.    tonfl«p    rpvlow    '^^    t.hp    mPth'-.K    which    hav« 

hPPn    u'sp'l    to    arrlvp    at    mp.isnrpmPnt    of    Impacts    an'l    t  hP    asROclat^d 

'level"pn^pnt    of    thp    mltlgAH-n    plan.       EPA    1«    concern«d    that    thla 

Important     function    of     firpA    h<«;    not     b**!.    »•(  .        FPA    has     tevjpvpd 

105  3 

thrpp    dorum.-nl':    to   d*tp,    itnfi    •vnn    t  hp    i.<tal    ii.ir"|(»r        f    wrlland 

^crp"-    to    t-P    affP'.'.pd    has    '-hanop.)     Jn    pa-h    dooumpnt.        For     Pxample. 

a«    a    rp's.ilt    of    0.1  r    No--p.„h«.r    ?1,     tqnfi,    p-p-tin-?,     vo    arp    now    aware 

that     f>9i    aci^n    of     w^tl-n-lr     wou  M    bp     InundAtPd    by     thp    fl.i-My    f.Pfk 

pp«Pryolr.     Th  1 «;    n-imbPi     Ik    grpat-r     than    1  ho<p    oodtalriP.I     In    elth-r 

tt.p    Iirt5    or    '•-DEIJ:.       Furth-r,    vp    now    -in.lpr  *t  ni.'J    that    thp 

mitigation    plan    propoKPR    to   compiPt^ly    mltl-jat*    t  h«»    habitat 

valupt    lo«t     by    Pohanoomont    of     >oo    acrPR    of    pxiRttn,    wPt lands. 

Whllo    wP    cippr.rl     thp    wptland    »nhan'-nn.pnt     -Ifort,     w-     1  «ma  1  n 

'-oncprnp-l    at>o„i     t  h»    npt     los*    of    «93    aoipg    of    wpt  land*;    In    the 

Hudcty    Crepk    ar*4. 

A^    WP    polntPfi    rut     In    o.ir    O'-totPr     ?",     laftfl,     Ipiter,    wp 

1054 

hfll'^vp    thp     final     FIS    npr»d«    to    hpttor     display    pxartly    what     th* 

wPt  lar.d     IotirP5    at*    and    clp«ily    dpRrrU>p    the    prop.,**.!    mItlTaMon. 

noth    should    I.P    Pxptaln-d    from    an    a.-rea-j*    a<    wall    a«    a    f t  I  ona  1 

•^alup'.    por-ppcl  Ivp.       HP    appto-lat*'    y'-.t,     t  r.-    F'-i^al     T— rvlo...     t  t.e 

Core,     t  li*»    n^h    an-1    W|Mllf»    F^rvli-o,     •  h«<    '.OoraMn    Plv««r     l^l^trlr-t 

a-i'I    th'-lr     rMri»s.i  It -*nr  «;    *M^.,'i|i.T    our     No'.-«»int"»r     21,      liPfl.     mnotinq    to 

cli'tr-11';'.    t  h"    vol  Uri'!<     I'.'-i"*-.        Wp     fr>iiiifl    t  h*    -1 1  «r-i««;  I'mi    t.«»tpful     In 

l)»ti'>t     iiit'Jprcl  aniMn'j    hov    nio/W«'.l     HM    t(./.lr     HFP    -inaly-lft    /inrl 

acrll'-'i    Ih**    Pik    mo'lcl.       w*    loolt    r-'i-j^t  1    t"    ror-^jvirn    ( li-    f.^r«    "nrt 

oth»r     iMfiimxl  Ion.       H^c-^ful  ly,    at    th«t     i  1  (r»«    v«    will    t*    »il.l*>    to 

ti*»tl»r     uii'Ini  ftand    t  h*-    Hl.r    pior***:*    whi'-h    -a^    ii<i<"l    *t     Mu'My    TtpwIi. 

H»    will     rcvl«»-    tliAm    an    'jntrkly    jt*    p-^^'-IM*    aii'l    r»\]     yoti    anfl     the 

roriB.iltantit    wUh    any    (j.iP«tloM«    nr     imtnAluln-j    rm.^Pi.,^. 

Ano' h*>r     Inr.Mm    wM.-h    hai    l-"!!    r  *  M*«f1    a*    a     f^iiir     -f     rrA-« 

r;nmm*nt4    r.n    tU"    m'-^l     r*""!!!     rlMTa'lnn    i-rr>r'^*'*lt    r^f'-'r-i    wl.^t  hfr 

or    not    KFA    should    h«    allow*d    to    taU*    "upw"    lanuoa    at     t  h  1 1.    lata 

2 

Response 


105-2 


105-3 


105-4 


As  voii  note,  the  developaent  of  a  detailed  altlgatlon  plan, 
which  was  done  for  rhe  Preferred  Alternative,  Muddy  Creek. 
Is  a  better  approach  than  the  Ipss  detailed  review  conducted 
for  tha  SDEIS  Ue  agree  and  If  Rock  Creek  were  peralcted.  a 
detailed   plan   would   ba    prepared    for    Chac    alternative. 


Ue  appreciate  your  comments  and  your  participation  In 
meetings  to  resolve  these  questions  Numbers  of  acres  of 
wetlands  have  changed  at  Muddy  Creek  because  the  proposed 
reservoir  sUe  changed  between  the  DEIS  and  SDEIS.  a  aajor 
reason  for  preparing  the  SDElS  For  nore  detail,  please  see 
the  final  altlgatlon  plan  for  tha  Muddy  Creek  alternative 
which  Is  summarized  In  this  FEIS  (Chapter  3  0)  Also  see 
the  updated  discussion  of  the  HEP  analysis  results  In 
Chapter    2    0    FEIS. 


Pleasa       see 

Chapter 

2   0 

of      thl 

on      wetland 

Impacts 

la 

Included 

Comnent    105- 

1 

ore    detail 
Bsponse    to 
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Response 


HFPA  proc»»».   It  ha»  b«*n  Implied  thjit  CPA'i 

the  eU  hftbitat  models  «a»  not  raised  previously, 
e  to  point  out  that  our  November  I9B6  comments  on  the 
DFIS  clearly  Indicate  that  FTA  disagreed  with  the  use 
Bbltat  model  lor  sedge/rush  wetland  habitat  types. 

we  suggested  options  we  would  consider  In  lieu  of  s 
v«  model  tor  the  eedQ./v(  meadow  habitat  type.   He 
n  August  ot  19S7  the  t  o'l.-ii  Uant  s  were  going  to 
s  Wetland  Mitigation  lollcy  at  the  Wl Id  1 1 1 e/Het lands 

Cr*  has  been  a  wllllrg  partner  In  the  Rock  Creek/ 
NF.I'A  process,  as  our  resonicec  allow.  He  hope  to 
s  Involvement  In  the  future. 


If  yotl  have  any  questions,  or  If  we  can  lie  of  further 
assistance,  pl»ase  contact  Dennis  Sohockl  (293-1460)  or 
Dave  Rulter  1293-1581 ). 


po 

Int 

In  the 

ncer 

n  with 

We 

wo'l 

Id  Ilk 

P' 

ellm 

Inary 

of 

the 

elk  h 

At 

tha 

t  time 

re 

pres 

enlatl 

al 

so  n 

oted  I 

dl 

scus 

s  EPA' 

Ho 

rk  G 

roup. 

Hu 

ddy 

Creek 

CO 

ntln 

ue  thl 

Robert  R.  DeSpaln,  Chief 
Environmental  Policy  Branch 
Office  of  Policy  «  Hanagemen 


cc:   Patty  Schrader,  USFHS 
Ray  George,  USPS 

Pete  Lagasse,  Resource  Consultant* 
Paul  Holden,  Blo/West 


STATE  AGENCIES  and  REPRESENTATIVES 
Comment  Letter  106 


Response 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

HAMlEl  i  OAnST  til    E'rculiv*  Oi'CCIO' 

1313  Shsfman  SL  Room  ;ia  0*n>P'.  ColO'ado  8OI03  866-331' 


"ovember  2?,  19 


Jerry  E.  Schmidt,  fornt  Supervlior 
Routt  National  Foreit 
J95BI  West  US  «0  Suite  ?0 
Steamboat  Springs.  CO  60467 

Divid  Atkins.  Area  Hanaier 
Bureau  o(  land  Mana.)emfnt 
Krerrtnllnq  Resource  Area 
nib  Park  Avenue 
Krcmmlln5.  CO  80A59 

Gentlemen: 

The   Supplemental   Draft   Environmental    Impact   St.itement   lor   the  Rock 
Creek/nudily   Creek    Beieivolr    idenlllles    the   bO.OOO   acre    letl   Huddj   Creek 
dam    site    as    the    preferred    alUmatUe         Based    on    our    earlier    review  o( 
the  Draft   flS  and  1  more   recent    review  o(    the   Supplemental   Draft  (IS. 
state  agencies   support   the  preferred   site. 

This  position  Is  based  primarily  on  our  flndUiTS  that  (1)  Impacts 
to  the  high  value  fishery  at  Bock  Creek  could  not  be  adenuately 
mitigated,  and  (?)  Impacts,  particularly  to  fish  and  ulldll'e  resources, 
at  the  Buddy  Creel  site  can  be  surtesslully  mitigated  Wr  believe  that 
project  Impacts  havr  been  well  documented  In  the  Supolrmrotal  Draft  (IS 
and  Ihit  .idequjle  mlllgjtion  has  been  Identified.  We  look  forward  to 
continued  cooperation  with  the  project  sponsors  and  federal  agencies  as 
more  detailed  planning   occurs. 


Illc 


ate 


water 


cultural 


wildlife,    plant    spe 
nd    lecreatlon. 


Igh.a 


miOUJF.      The  Divlson  of   wildlife  has  worked   closely  wllh   the 
project   proponent   jnd  consultant    to  devr^lop   a   mitigation  plan   that  would 
reduce  adverse   Impacts    to  deer,    elk   and  wetlands    to  j.cepUblf    levels 
The    plan    summarlred    In    Chipler    S    of    the    Smip  limenta  1    Draft    US   meets 
these   nhjettlves        In   addition    In  adfuuali'   mitigation   of  wildlife 
Impacts,     thp   Muddy    Crck    projert    would    create    habitat    for    two    new 
fisheries    -   one    In   the   reservoir    ani   one    In    the    tallw.itrr    area        (or 
these    reasons,    the   Division  of   Wildlife   prefers   development   at   Muddy 
Creek  over  development   at  Rock   Creek. 

106*1      I  ""   =""   'or  establishing  a   fishery  at   Muddy  Creek   Reservoir  wis   not 


106-1  The  cose  nf  the  fishery  In  Muddv  Creek  Re 
borne  by  Che  River  District  Che  same  «s  dl 
Creek  on  p  4  69  This  point  uaj  Inndverre 
the  Kuddy  Creek  discussion  See  Chept 
Also,  for  enh.sncemenc  of  the  fishery  downstrssm  of  th 
reservoir  In  the  proposed  alclgadon  sree.  the  Rive 
District  will  apply  for  an  enhanceaenc  grant  fros  Colotedi 
DspartiBsnc    of   Natural    Rssourcss. 


olr  would  be 
licussed  for  Rock 
ently  left  out  of 
2    0    of    this    FEIS 
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Response 


106-1 

106-2 
106-3 

106-4 

106-5 
106-6 

106-7 


M1«    »^ 

IncludH    *t    *  •lt1q«tlon  cott    brcjul*    tht    fWhery   wouM    not    be   con»1dtr»tf 
•  •ItlfAtton  (Viturf.      Iht  coit,    hovtvrr,   would   be   rejl.      Thf   QWItlon  of 
UlldMrt    C«nnot    co««tt    to   crettUg    tf>d   mclntllntng    «    Mthery    it    thli 
project.      OWWtofi  policy   h«t   been   th«t    Mihrry   coitl   iisocUted  with  nev 
restrvoln    tftowtd  bt  born  by   tht  developer. 

SpeclMc   C0«M*fitl   on   fllh  4n6  wlldMfe    Mtuei    «r«: 


Pi9t   2-44.    Tiblr   2.1   \        SInct   E<l«rU   Creek   wouM  not  witlgjte 
the   lost   of    the  lock  Creek   trout   funery.    it  .ould  ilso  not 
fully  i«iti9«te  the  «siocl4te4   recreetionji    loif. 

Pi9e  *-flO.   D<r«gr«Dri  ).      The  Division  of  Ufldlire  deci  not  have 
pljni    to  Monitor   big  ttim    loitrt  due    to  Miqritlan  over    the 
rcicrvotr   Ice.      Incldmti  a^y  be  reported   to   the   Olvition   in 
the  norMil   count   of   buiintit. 

Pdqt   S-l.   pengnph  4,     lock   Creek    it    itocked  it   the  Hi^hwey 
134  croiiinq  wtth  catch«ble   Jlied   rainoow   trout.      Thit   iiocklnq 
wfluld  cof»tinue    if    the   lock   Creek   Reiervolr  were   built.      The 
OWIilon  docs   not    stock    flih    In   the   proooied   reservoir  basin. 
Because  hatchery  and   fish   rearinq   units    ir*    iear»d   to  pro-Jute 
rainbow   trout,    they  produce   only    limited   Quantities   o'    brown 
trout  which  are   slocked  mostly   at    sub-ca tchable   slie.      There 
would  be  an  additional   cost   for   stocking  catchable  brown   trout 
In   the  tallwater  area. 

Ptq*  5-?i.   paragraph   J.      Different    costs   are   presented   for 
treating   rtn'it   In   the  project   erea    -    1?00/acr»   for    the  uplands 
adjacent    to   the  proposed  Muddy   Creek    Reservoir   and   1100/acre 
for   the  areas   north  and  south   of   wolford  Mountain,      leasons   for 
the  difference  should  be  eiplalned. 

Page  S-?7,   paragraph  3.     Sowe  vegetative  manipulation  may  alio 
be   necessary  on   the  north   side   of    Little  Wolford   Mountain  once 
specific   sites   for  tiitlgatlon  4rt   selected.     Because  much  of 
this  Mft*  already  has   a  desirable  nU  of   plant   species,    the 
acreage  needing   treatment   should  be   smalt. 

The    livestock   use   of    treated   areas    referred    to    In    the   same 
paragraph  could   greatly   reduce   the   benefits    of    this   mitigation 
measure   to  deer   and   elk.      The  measure  will    be   effective  only   If 
livestock   grating   Is   carefully   mjnaged.    for    eiamote   by  using 
deferred   grazing,    rest-rotation   or    ev*n   some   eitluslons.      The 
Division  would   be  very  concerned    If    lUestock   utllUatlon 
Increased   on   the  grazing  allotments   wMch    include    the   treatment 


HlGHW*rS.      The  proposed   reservoir   on  Muddy   Creek   would    Inundate 
approiimatcly   three-fourths   of   a  mile  of   US  40.      It   appears    that   the 


106**^       Egarln    Crook    wnuld    raplaca    tho    flihersan    doyp    of    ttroaa 
^       tlihinil   chac   would   ba    Loac   ac  Rock  Craak.    buc    tha  quality  of 
th*    't^hlng   and    cha    overall    axpartanea   probably   would   noc   ba 
of   cha   lasa   qiullc^   aa    chat   found  ac   Xock  Craak. 

106*3  ^^*  would  ba  accapcabla  Co  cha  Poraat  Sarvtca  alnca  tha 
chanca  of  ehla  tapacC  bolng  a  sajor  cencom  for  bl|  |aao  ti 
ralaclvaly    imaLl 


106-4 


It  wan  axpaccad  by  cha  Foraac  Sarvlco  that  rainbow  creuc 
would  ba  ec ';k#d  Salow  cha  propoaad  daa,  not  browri  crouc. 
Ralnbowa  acockwd  naar  Cha  highway  wou 1 d  probably  rachvr 
quickly  and  up  In  cha  raaarvolr.  ao  iCocktng  ao  naar  cha 
caaarvolr  would  bo  quaaclonablo.  If  Rock  Creak  ware 
pamlccad.  a  dacallad  flahary  aanagaaant  plan  ahould  ba 
davalopad  bacwaan  Cha  Foraac  Sarvlco,  Dlvlalon  of  Ulldllfa 
and   Rlvar   Dlacrlcc. 


"f  QQ*g  Tha  areas  Chac  would  ba  traacad  would  ba  dacamlned 
field  by  BLi  and  CDOW.  Saa  cha  final  mlclgaclon  plan 
la    auHiarlcad    In  ChapCar   3.0  of   Chla    FCIS. 


106*6      ^**    '***P<'"*«    CO   Coaaanc    106-3. 


106-7 


Tha    Bureau    of    Land   Managasanc    would    aanaga    chaaa    alloCnanes 
to   aaaura    thac    cha    additional    foraga    li    rasarvad    f(«r    btg 
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106-10 


106-11 


106-12 


106*13 


November  22.  198B 
page  three 

eilsting  horlrontal  alignment  could  be  retained  and  the  mad  grade  raised 
above  the  mailmum  r»ser»olr  level  reached  during  passtage  of  the  design 
flood.   If  that  proves  to  be  an   adeouate  rpmedy  to  the  road  Inundation, 
Highway  Department  design  standards  would  call  for  ruUerts  to  be 
elevated  and  banks  to  he  riprapoed  along  thr  raised  grade   Qoad 
reconstruction  would  be  financed  by  the  project  proponenti. 

Any  new  or  modified  access  points  to  i'$  IQ  required  for  reservoir 
construction  or  recreation  development  wl l '  ne»d  to  comely  with  the 
Colorado  Aceeil  Cede.   This  regulrenent  should  be  cited  In  the  Final  IIS. 

waTCB  ICSOUICtS.   *s  mentioned  In  our  October  21,  198'  co<WT*nts  on 
the  O'aft  ns.  th»  discussion  of  potential  'mrj-.ti  to  wit-r  resources 
would  Be  Improved  if  tn    inventory  of  af'ect'd  *.^t*r  rights  were  included 
In  the  document.   This  IS  especially  useful  for  comcarlng  Impacts  of  the 
two  alternative!. 

CUlTCjPaL  qC}Ol"*CtS.   The  Curplrm^nHI  nraM  CIS  ad'ouatriy  addresses 
cultural  resource  issues    Ue  recon«»end  two  corrections  In  the  teit 

On  page  4-90.  Section  4,3.13.1.  third  paragraph,  the  last  sentence 
asserts  th*l  neither  moving  nor  rpcordlng/demo  I  1  intng  the  Stage  Stoo 
would  be  a  slgnWlcar-t  i"n>act   Because  hoth  mitigating  mpitur^t  would 
Impact  the  site,  oe  luggest  the  sentence  be  rewritten  to  read:   'from  a 
cultural  resource  standpoint,  both  optlont  should  be  acceptable 
mitigation  measures  " 


Also  In  that  paragraoh.  change  the  word 


ue*  to 


record. 


PIAWT  SPCCIES   The  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  helped  develop 
mitigation  measures  for  impacts  to  Osterhoufs  mllkvetch  and  supports  the 
imolemenlatlon  of  the  measures  reported  in  the  Supo lement a  I  Ora't  (IS, 

■i^WUl"-^   •"  effort  Should  be  made  to  guantify  the  effects  of  the 
)y  (reek  project  on  f  loat- boat  Ing.  particular  nn  the  Blue  River  pelow 
Olllon  Detervoir   This  's  importjnt  because  of  (he  siiniflcant 
mulative  iflvads  associated  with  the  possible  construction  of  both 
Odr  Crrek  and  Two  loTt\         Hllljatlon  optloni,  luch  as  providing 
enhancement  flows  during  low  water  conditions,  should  be  Identified. 

The  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation  has  expressed  a 
wllllnqnrss  to  consider  -"anaglng  a  rrtreatlon  facility  at  either  lock 
rk  or  Muddy  Creek    With  that  In  mind,  the  OlvlSlon  notes  the  lack  ol 
rntr jn;r/{ontact  station  at  the  main  ,\t   trrt   of  'he  prooosed  "uddy 
Creek  Deservolr.   the  division  currently  attempts  *•>   operate  such  a 
facility  at  each  of  Its  areas  and  would  recommend  one  at  '^uddy  Creek 

The  Division  prefers  that  tampsitfs  be  deslgnafff  and  that 
camogroundi  conilit  of  loops  containing  75  designated  campsites.   Ihli 
layout  'acllllattt  Management  and  li  cot t-ef fee  five. 
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Impacci  on  U  S.  Highway  40  ara  IdancUlad  In  Section  2.3  2 
and  evaluated  In  Section  4  6  17.  If  a  project  Is  pemtcced 
cha  proponanc  will  procaad  wlch  final  daalgno  and  coaply 
with  all  Fadaral  and  SCaca  tcandardi,  parislcs.  and  review 
require  lencs  The    proponanc    will    bear    cha    coaci    of    all 

noceaaary  •odlflcatlona    Co    cha   Staca   highway   lyacas. 


The  proponanc  haa  or  haa  appllod  for  cha  naceaiary 
condtdonal  itoraga  rlghci  on  Rock  Creak  and  Muddy  Craak  Co 
lupporc  cha  propoaad  reiervolra .  A  cooplece  wacar  rights 
Hating  for  either  Rock  or  Muddv  Creek  can  ba  obtained 
dlrecctv  froa  cha  Colotndn  Sr«c«  Engineer  and  It  wa*  noc 
consl'Ured  necaiiary  co  add  to  the  vo  tuae  of  cha  EIS  by 
including     luch     a     lliclng  The     pocenclal     for     other 

conditional  storage  rights  being  parfeccad  on  Rock  Craak  and 
Kuddy   Creek  were   considered    In   the    raaarvolr   yield   analyvaa. 


106-10    *"  •pp'««i*^*  y**" 

queaClorMd    aectlon 


that     Is     cha     InCanC    of     cha 


106*11  '^*  '*^*<="'**<'  ^"  ^^*  SDCIS,  quanciflcaclon  of  flewa  below 
01 1  Ion  Reservoir  Is  dlfflculc  since  Denver  de carol  nee  the 
releeaes  Relatively  little  efface  during  high  flow  periods 
would  result,  especially  during  high  water  years  Ilka  such 
of    the    aid- 1980' s    when   such    of    tbn    coaaerclal    floacboeclng 


waa   Initiated. 


Ale 


aeo   Raaponae    Co   Co«»anc    B-6. 


106 '12  ^^  ^^*  Muddy  Craak  Alcernattve  is  peraicced.  Che  River 
District  and  the  BLM  would  develop  a  detailed  plan  In 
coordination  wlCh  the  Otvlilon  of  Parka  and  Outdoor 
Racreecion  tf    Rock    Creek    were     peraltted,      tha     Forasc 

Service    would    aanage     Cha    caapground    and    aasoclaced 
faclLlCtaa. 


106*13      5"    R«.pon.. 
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HOvcn««r  72,  19BI 
P49t  four 

Grtnd  County  iMf  ufit>  to  provWf  rrcrcitlon  r«etnt1ti  it  Muddy 
Crctk  RtitrvoU.  Tht  DWIilon,  U  tt  w«rc  to  «i4n«<}e  the  irf«.  mHI 
COord1n«t«  r«c11Uy  pUnntnf  ylth  er«nd  County  «nd  other  froupl. 


In  concluilon,  wt  «pprecf4t«  tht  opoortuntty  to  review  the  SuDp'ementil 
Orcft  CIS  «nd  th«nk  you  for  your  dlHgence  1n  Jddreilinq  the  Invortint 
liiuei  raised  during  the  previous  review.  State  agendei  win  be  hapoy 
to  work  with  you  ind  the  project  proponent  «t  project  planntn9  contlnuei. 


SInc/rely.T)  /* 

Hanlet  J./r 
ticcutlvc  Director 


r 


cc.  Stitt  Agency  Rtvlewtri 
3374* 
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Hnittd  Statu  Smatt 


.MASHMCTON  oc:o)io 

:tovcEl)er  c1.    19^8 


"Ir.    3a'/e   lt:<lns 

■fe«r!_-^  Officer.    3ur"iu   ?f    -«nd  '. 

'.'nlted   5tJt*3   r«c»rts«nt   zf   "lie 

1116    'irk    \7tnu9 

Irfmoiip.^,   "olori<io     30459 

3e»r    (r.    Itl^lna: 

:     jnd-rsta.id    *^«    -iir-mu    af    : 


proposed 


etioi 


of  a   I 


Nad/ 


Diverse  water  Interests  r-Dr^seotln^  T^lcrwlo's  last  ind 
Slopes  :i;c:e3Trull/  negotiated  1  lettl-aent  .0  fit^nsi/e  ll'.l^ 
regarding  vater  uae  In  Colcrado.  Conscnj'-t  itn  5f  -llSer  «oc!( 
fuddy  Cp»«k  /leaepvolr  H  "rfey  10  r-allzlr.g  '.ne  -:«goc:ited  sett: 
':ont:nulrg   unprecedented   cooperation   aeoag    last  aod    Jest  -iope 


The  iTportance  of  this  reservoir  cannot  be  overstated  In 
resources,  tire,  energy  xnd  eorey  It  :jn  atve  for  Colorado  an 
citizens  woHclng   toiecker   Instead  of   lUUotlng. 


of  this  ::atter 


.       '-.As 
VllUin    L.     A 

WU 

/ek 

cc: 

Mr. 

Robert  r. 

Bur ford 

^Q^,  ^    Thank  you  for  your  eo^Mnc. 
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ilM  •«CMTt<«ii  c>w^ni 


Conqxtis  of  llje  iHnttfb  letatts 

%ou9(  zt  3^tpct9tn(jlit)r5 
■  aihiniien.  SC  2031] 
;iov«ab*r   21.    I9tt 
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C«v»    \t>cLni.    M««rirq   Ct:.cmt  :—:..-. 

3ur<aiJ    3f    L^nd   :unaq«a«nc 

^ .3 .    2«part3«nt  of  ;h«  Interior 

^rvoalln^,  Cc I or ado   114  99 

?E;  ?oc^:  Cr*«k- *uddy  Tr^t/: 

I  •■  <r'.t;nti  -a  iu=cort  *.^.«  Colocada  yi/mz    i«-«r 
»«r-/jt:cn  3ncrlcz*»?l«n  t3  r:n«cr--ct  ;h«  iO.iOJ  >cr9-feoC 
Muddy  Cr««K  Pto]«c;.  Z    js  pl«aa«d  \^.»z    'luddy  Cr««K  -laa  s««n 
cno9«n  «•  tn«  "prvfcrrvd  iltarnacivs"  -«c3U9a  Ir  appvars  c^«c  Ch* 
iapacts  of  th«  pro}«et.  can  ba  iuec«i*r-Jlly  nlti^atad. 

I  support  th«  dl«trlct*»  •fCor-i  b«c3U9«  triey  nave  -^orKed 
Cloiffly  with  tha  t3--n  of  Kcanallnq  and  Irand  Councy  Co  ensure 
that  tha  project  will  provide  sian/    racreaClonal  tenaClCs,  thus 
flCtlnq  Inco  tha  area's  econoalc  daveicpnent  aqer.da . 

1  have  93ne  on  record  In  opposition  Co  t.*:e  Tvo 
Forks/ui  n  latss  Fork  Project.  Having  travelled  axtansi/aly 
throughout  the  Third  Congressionel  District  I  Itrcw  there  Is 
over'.helning  opposition  to  th«t  project.  I  kno'^  cf  no  such 
organized  opposition  to  Che  .*luddy  Creek  Project. 

If  the  M'Jddy  Cr*ey  Project  Is  tJllt,  It  Is  ny  ^ops  t^.st  the 
reaeir/olr  vlll  become  part  of  »  coirorehenslve  systei  of  water 
exchanges  which  can  be  coupled  with  vater  crnser-'ation  to  naye 
the  Two  rorV:«  Project  unnecess.^ry . 

In  closing.  I  continue  to  support  w.acer  developnent  projects 
^hich  use  :>'estern  Slope  water  to  benefit  people  on  the  uestern 
Slope. 


-Slncfltraly,       ^ — " 


■^t.harsa  Caspball 
3f ' Congress 
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v^    Ijdl^   TOWNOFGRANBY 


»*>•»•  iiaaiiirjtoi 


ot   c    «•«•  •««'• 


"yvrnttr  '.0.   \7fi6 


.jvw    'C^lPj.   ^escurce    ^3\    *ar««;er 
NTewnlLn^   'Us.nirce    yrmM 

'^miLr%,    .olorado     10^51 

■far    V.    vcilna; 

Te    Tj-n    y(    irinoy    icrm^l/   luroorti    !.'■«    jO.TOO  jcre    fcoc     \*ddy  Cre^k 

for  Reck  C^•eK/^^uddv    ,.-«•«  -^e^er-^i-r 


109-1 


"■  e  bo-ird   chooser    '<uric>/   'n-ek   Vc-niAa   c^»    favorable   r»cr*actji   ard 
c  Air'.a^  herwdci    for  '^t.vlth  t^*   r^^nctv^    tiBtaccj    to   Icpal 
i^rlcjlrjre.      The   Kmt>or\rt    trdltlcn  -if  one  hijidred   r-mcv   o-nstruct  Ion 
J')b<    L^    ilso  *   st^tnlflcanc   hirnedc    ro  Grand  C<xncv'i   «ccncny   for 
aoprtnlAaCely  rwn    /ears. 

TV.ank  /nu   for   oonjlJerln^  Crutby"  s   convenes. 

Sincerely.  . 

:,^  .-f  .^.-.'■^ 

Jerr*  L.   Roberts 
.••*yor 
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GRAND 
COUNTY 


;*ICH*l»0    DtCX- LEONAND 
Otdnci  t.  fitwf    10441 

W  A   (BILL)  NCEOHAM 
0*(iftcl  M    G'anBT    «M4« 


BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 


COUWT  MOUSe.  MOT  $UL»MUB  5»«mCS.  COLOBAOO    )04tl 
PMONI:   JOl.^JS  J37« 


September  28,  1988 
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Dave  At!:ins,  Resource  Ares  Manager 
Xremlir.g  Rcaource  Area 
?  0  Sox  68 
Kremmlinq,  CO.   804S9 


RE:   Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statanent  (SDEIS) 
;or  the  propased  Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek  Reservoirs. 

Dear  Dave: 

T^e  Grand  County  Board  of  County  Comnlssioners  has  been  involved  In 
the  Initial  water  filings  and  studies  concerning  the  Holford  Mountain 
Reservoir  (Muddy  Creek)  since  December  1981.   The  Board  recognizes 
that  the  reservoir  will  help  to  alleviate  many  water  shortage  prob- 
lems for  Grand  County  and  the  West  Slope  of  Colorado.   Also,  the 
reservoir  has  the  potential  of  providing  a  needed  r-creation  area 
and  tourist  economy  in  order  to  help  alleviate  the  local  downturn 
in  mining  and  agriculture. 

The  Board  has  provided  written  comment  previously  in  favor  of  the 
Muddy  Creek  site  (Wolford  Mountain!  over  --he  Rock  Creek  site.   We 
certainly  concur  with  the  SEIS  in  identifying  the  60,000  acre-foot 
M'lddy  Creek  site  as  the  preferred  alternative.   We  furth'-r  recommend 
that  the  BL.1  Kremmiing  Resource  Area  Management  Plan  be  amended  to 
accomodate  the  reservoir.   The  emphasis  of  the  change  In  the  plan  shoul. 
recognize  a  recreation  priority  in  lieu  of  livestock  grazing  and  other 
uses . 

Grand  County  will  review  the  project  under  the  pernit  authority  granted 
by  the  State  of  Colorado  Areas  and  Activities  of  State  Interest  (1041) 
process).   The  review  will  take  place  prior  to  request  for  a  40-1  U.S. 
Army  Corps  permit.   The  County  will  analyze  all  aspects  of  the  project 
and  Its  effects  on  the  local  area  and  the  region.   We  recommend  that 
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the  Muddy  Creek  alter 
Management  process. 


-  2  - 

be  permitted 


I  Also,  In  future  reference  to  the  Muddy  CreeK  site 
that  the  original  designation  of  ■Wolford  Mountal 
to  identify  the  project. 


Bureau 

of 

Land 

we 

•low 

Id    r-^om. 

Resorv 

oir 

be 

W.  A.  Needhan, 
Chairman 
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GRAND  COUNTY 
WATER  »nd  SANITATION  DISTRICT  NO.  1 


rtet3^«-   ■».    "3y 


Mr.    J«r— /    Z.    Sc-nlJt 
r-arfst    rc:«r-/ljor 
Route    "Iltlonil    -zr^it 

j3;J7  i.   J.;.  »o.  :ui:«  Jo 

SteiTitoat   Scr'.r.sj.    ::.    30-47 


MuSly  Creek 

Envlroniscncsl  lapact  State-nenc 


Ceir  Mr.  Sen 


!dt , 


111-1 


Grind  County  U«cer  and  Sanitation  District  eoard  utsnei  to 
%o    on  record  jupportln?  th«  ccnatructlon  of  Hud-Jy  Creek  Dan  and 
P*5erv2ir.   TMs  facility  will  have  tne  nultlole  purrose  of  oro- 
^Idln?  storif?  for  th*  future  gr~wtn  In  y-ate-n  CslDraJo.  -i-etlng 
a  nesr-ter-n  water  supply  shortif*  In  -"-t  roco  1 1  tan  Penver.  creating 
an  Incone  source  for  Mestern  Coloradis  to  solve  the  water  supply 
probieos.  and  creating  a  first  class  recresttonal  facility. 

We  have  purchased  250  ».F.  of  windy  Cap  water  which  Is 
beneftcal  to  us.  A    project  would  flm  up  our  windy  Cao  witer. 
When  Cranby  sollls  our  Windy  Cao  water  In  a  wet  year,  our  water 
could  be  made  up  out  of  Muddy  Creek. 

There  are  few  opportunities  In  which  the  Forest  Ser.lce  can 
benefit,  plus  'leet  the  needs  of  aany  by  aoprovlng  this  single 
action. 


y: 


■^^^ 


Deinla    L.    Ducon 


DLD/pJia 
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Town  of  Kremtnllng 


Nr.   D.v.  Arklna 

•••our;,   trtm  H^nai.r 

tfiaUra    «..o»te.   Ar.^ 

r.O.    Boi    A9 

(raaBllni.    Calorido        SOtil 

^••r   Mr.    Atkins: 


112  1 


After  •  eareful  review  of  Che  Siippt -«••*(« I  Draft  Cnwlren*ent<il  Inpect 
StaceMnc  related  to  Hudtfv  Craak  Re^crvlor.  the  Town  of  Kre-«llnf,  Colorado 
•|r««a   with    cfie    eCec«B*nt    end    U    In    full    support   of    Ite    content. 


the  Town  of  Xr«iwlln|.  we  imuld  urae  and  t 
Cre'h  0«a  Pro)«ct.  The  town  would  further 
Sprtna  of    1990  or    earllar. 


needed 
area 


The    project   would    be   e    pielttve    contrtbutlon    to    the 

ee    and    elgnUlcant    econovle    tapacc.    for    our    town    «nd    the   entire 


nd    «paclftc«llT 
inetrurtten   o(    (ha    ?1uddv 
Start    date    tn    Che    earlr 


I  while    pre«ldln| 


1  12»1         Thank   you    for   your   co^mh 
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SANITATION    DISTRICT 

7l4.Jt40     :     Smmttadivn  'Building  Knchulihg   CoiOflAOO 


S«pc«nb«r    U.    1908 


L'nltvd    Se.itt^    0#parC)»n(    of    Interior 
B<ir«<iu   of    Ljnd   ManA««n«nt 
P.O.     3o:<    I&8 
Kr-fwim*.     CO         50iS9 

Tr>   -JV-r    't    -tv   Co-=«rn: 

A>  «  Aftnc;-  four  lilc*  t>«<ov  tht  Muddy  Cr««k  0am  Slca 
C'.serlcc  would  11V«  to  iTprass  our  concern  Ln  rt^irds 
r'lou   froit   c^•  d.iti  vtLI   h.nv*  on  our   optrjclon. 


ch«    Xra-nllns   S<«rttaCioi 
tBp«cc   ch«   f'lturi  u«t«r 


.V  -Ira  r.or  h.ivt  cht  ^^pt'Tist  Co  auk*  such  a  ^tudv.  or  tho  fln.ine««.  but  If  v»  nr 
lrsp;ice«d  b*  anv  chjnfns  or  wn  would  hav»  to  naVt  any  upgrsd*  l«prov«'«M»BE«  bociun 
>(    Cht    dun.    wc    9hould   b«    notified    now   «nd    arrangavcnct    aadt    so    ctios«    iaprovtaen:: 


:f    any    financial 
br-jc^he    out. 


la    avalUbla    for    chose     laprovefMnts .     U    should    sUo    ba 
conctct    n«    sc    ths    Kr-^i'.ns    SonUalo 

SIncsrslv. 


f^.i^/^ac<J^/ 


113*1  ***  ""''•'■•'""^  eh««  ch«  KrsMllng  SanltACten  Dlttrlcc  docs 
not  tak*  wacar  fro»  or  dlicharga  wacar  to  Muddy  Craak. 
Thua.  flow  changaa  aa  a  raiult  of  tha  propoaad  projacc  will 
not  affact  Dlitrlct  oparacLona.  In  ragard  to  any  dlicharga 
fro*  eha  Dlicrlct'i  avaporatlon  ponda  which  sight  raach 
Huddy  Craak.  Muddy  Craak  Kaaarvelr  oparatlona  Includa  a  13 
cfa  (or  Inflow)  alnloKia  atrais  flow  balow  tha  propoaad  daa . 
For  voat  »oncha  during  cha  parlod  of  ro-ord  analyzad  Chla 
would  raault  In  an  lvprov«a«nt  of  low. flow  condltlona 
(Saa  Appandli  A.  Tabla  A.)  SDCIS) ,  During  hlitortc 
low-flow  taonchg  flowa  In  Nuddy  Craak  hava  droppad  balow  a 
13  cfs  laval.  Thua.  the  alnlHua  straaaflow  would.  In 
thosa  aontha,  eraata  a  flow  raglaa  of  at  la^af;  cha 
natural   flow  condition. 
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114-1 


Mesa  County  Waier  Association 

PO    Boi  5T1        Fnuia.  Colonuio  SI521 


Novtmb«'  22.  1 998 


Mr   Civd  Aihrn^.  Xtmt  Manjgaf 
Su'«au  d  Ljnd  f  ianaq*niant 
Krs<Timiirv)  P«oufC»  Af«» 
tita  Parh  Av«nua 
Kftmmiing,  CO    90*59 

Otar  K\t.  i^ihins. 

Than*  voo  'Cf  ihi»  coootumiv  to  rasocnd  to  ih«  SuoOfrgniai  CMff  ^-rKiormtnxa^  '^oact 

Masa  Couniv  -vaiuf  Assockaitnn  aocvK'aiM  th«  opoonuniiy  to  i««*y  dunryj  youf  duDKc 
hffifioq  m  Grand  Junction  '.lesa  Coumv  W,iie»  Asaociaiion  ,iiso  ma^le^  wrfflen  ccirimefns 
^Jo■/emot*')  'Tar  ■■)  m«  .>ffv  ScTn-m.  "^Troit  SuoffM^cf  ncuisfJiitorji  Fct-st  U  S  C  A  . 
cancBfmno  C'l  O'll  ^1*^  '^7^h  r>»*k  AVji-Ov  C'?*'  °?1'?^^0"1  Ths  m,i|0'  COncr-ns 
aadraited  -n  ir\»i  onar  *««•  ma  dWMrtentat  imtMci  on  ^vgicr  ouai-rv  Oo*n)ife»m  o)  ina 
pfODOied  MuCdy  Cf»*t«  0am  and  luitabiliry  cr  tha  MuOOv  Cfe#i»  xla  Th»  concefni  bata 
not  baan  aHavad  by  if^  'SuppiefTwr**   Fo(#  artas  ol  concern  ensi 


I) 


I  prtofrry  datat  of  tha  proposad 


Pnonfy  dala  of  G'ean  Mouriam  flaiarvotr  >* 
Roch  C(a#k/MtxJdv  Craak  flmrvoifl 

Flow  'aductlons  in  iha  8l(ia  flivsr  tforri  CJlon  Peiwvol*  to  th*  Colorado  PKaf  i 
In  Iha  Cofcado  Rfvaf  Irom  upsi'Pif"  o*  iha  Blua  Rvaf  1o  Kfammllng  (  Muddy  Cri 
and  McCoy.  Colwado  (Rock  C*aat«) 

C^angel  in  wsitr  quality  ■■  BL'.f  Land  Uit  poUcy 

O'araU  irrtpactt 


PRIORITY 

I  J  7      paga  m7 

t  )3      paga  i  22 


RK^  C'Uf'Ct     0^nv»f  V/at»f  Be Vfl  L**H3 
(Tham  /ou  (or  ihn  naw  Sect'on  ) 

jQ*n<  U^«  R»^pfv*j»  and  '^r*»n  Mnvntiin_  E<chi"q^ 
P'CifC'l  Thfsa  two  sr^-ioni  do  no(  aodf»Jt  p'oily  « 
rHation  to  a  compact  can 


Whai  a'<an«3eti#nrs  irt  crovklad  'f^f  wat^r  itlassa  (fom  G'«#n  Mouniam  R^stfvo*  <  ihti 
It  a  compact  call  on  iha  CoJcado  fllvw^ 

Hov*  /*■  suen  a  csB  ba  admimjieied  and  by  whom* 

CotW  demand  by  iha  Ea«i»m  Slopa  be  dfflcifl  to  cun3«l,  as  m  I977  tv*n  untlpf  ■  swjns 
•graamafa'* 


1  14«1  Quaaclona    regarding    adatnlatratlon    of    a    covpaet    call    on    the 

Colori<*o  River  can  only  ba  aniwerad  by  tha  Colorado  Scate 
Engineer  Adalnl tcrat I  on  of  wacar  rights  In  Colorado  la  a 
function  of  tha  ScaCa  Tnglnaar  not  tha  Federal  Aganelea 
Involved    In   the   preparation   of    thle    doeuaant. 
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114-2 


114*3 


rj  FfCf"  ">•   >nl•«^•«tfvJ  tf^ow      "  not   Ot**"*   *-•»  '•Ouwf'1  '0  'f<««9« 

sc  1 )  n  i*>  «  !i  cfiKri  <'om  Con  A*4«r>otf  and  rwo-'iAhs  l<0  000  ac  t ) 

Hj»  r>()«c*o<?c  '"oae^rf^  oi  tr*a  '•*•»  Gasm  b»tn  acco^pMinao  lo  daiarnwva  ^^•  »«Wit¥  o< 
ii.c:i  a  c^n^cau  can? 


:j  FLOW  flCOUCTlCriS 

22  36    C««;a2*  P^wts Uo<tr^m rt Kf<mrw>nQ on th> Slii* end Cj*ty*eQ 

•na  cjJ  »<Ki3  ca  anjv-eted  *i  part  b*  4  .'a:»f  '►<«»•  ('om  flcch  C.Be-t.'.'uarY  CfMK 
flaiar/Oir  ro  ih«  uosUeam  G'tan  UourJam  ftes»fvoi# 


i.'.hai  'ccouiia  -oiJd  **te' 
and  co«Twn«rc«l  pu'posc*' 

3) 


ist'S  on  tha  Ptu*  aM  Cc^oradQ  Rr'wrs  uDli'»9'n  cl  McCoy  Of 
^rtf  suUUa  uteam  Hows  for  im^suon  arvtdcn,  rtcrtairoml 


WATER  QUALITY  AND  8LM  LAND  USE  POLrCY 

Tha  iiMaMoy  o*  a  dam  on  tAxWv  C/aak  >i  qu^ntionabia  Muddy  Oatii  Bow?  ihrough 
getfPQiC  lortTvaKons  conw>otng  to^uU*  olcium  arO  iijlaia  and  H  stream  *3tar  qualrty  >i 
jn  *«f:fp'»cn  lo  ^^a  ^£^  o'-call  surface  *;»it'  QU3i*v  found  tn  i^a  Ccycado  R»v»»  Sai'n. 


alura  o<  Muddy  C't 


I  noiad  In  num«fous  tftiiancai 


£it5_f.-Moax   para^Jpti  I 
M'K^gy  Cf**"   Soil  paiagraoti  i 

Sc<  Assccjmnj 

V/^)gf  GiJi'W  Mii^Y  C^f***   Da'ag'aO''  ' 
[>a/ag(3C^  *   Tu'tMJuy    Page  47-52. 
CoJoadQ  «'-^?f   paragraph  i 


This  imDonant  daiiTNaniai  'i 
SOE.IS. 

3222   p9g«3^ 

332       cagt3  13 
332  1.3332 
34  3  2    CJC«3  47 
pagt  3  49 
3433   pjg*3$2 

Th»  local  qaoi'-wjfy  ana  soJi  qrv«  Muddy  Cfek  'is  exsiing  c^am^al  characier  "i  i»  ■ 
calcium  iL-lial*  tvc*  wai*r  Tha  sioit  iUlu»  siandjrd  ol  250  mg/L  wss  aice^dsd  In  6  Out 
0»  13  «.aiK  Q-Jany  s^mplei  m  iha  iM«  wattf  v«ar  Tht  »w  «KCe93«3  wt<*  2eO  mg/L  (7) 
X  4C0  mg,U  (CJ  «  *10  rr^.L  and  430  mg/L      Tht  Cdorado  --aier  ytar  1967  had  mora 

•■ceutt  ir\an  ir-.oia  oi  i?86 


'us  G  S  v/a!ar  fleiourccs  Oau  Cotorada  Wale*.  1988.  paga  96 


Response 


114-2 


A  coBpaet  call  Y 
■odallng  pr«a«nc 
CoBMnC    lU-l). 


aan    eonaldarad 
DEIS    or    SDEIS. 


In    ch«    hydrologlc 


114-3 


Only  A  aubaclcutlon  of  wacar  between  che  proposed  reservoir 
end  Green  KounCaln  te  being  concaapLaCed  (See  Section  2.4.7 
SDCIS).  If  any  aenlor  rlghcs  were  Injured,  recourse  vould 
be  chrough  che  Scace   of  Colorado  wacer  rlghcs  lyscea. 
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Soecjfic  PorxJuctance  rangfd  l»om  I'i  ro  Ii50  mkrriS'^mj/cm  wnh  lOcMha  I3  r^-jfllngi 
ovet  7C0  microS>am)/cm '  These  numr)«rs  indicaie  a  range  c*  Toral  Ot^soKed  Sotids 
(T  0  S  1  '«om  19*  mg,'^  ro  ^9  mg/L''  Ouring  fh*  (987  *8l*r  ,rar  the  iD«C')iC 
cooduciance  rarxjea  ''om  2'5  uS^cm  to  'SJO  uS,cm  cr  Unm  aboirt  2yi  mg,  i.  iq  lUO 
mg/L  The  T  0  S  X'trariM  '00  "igyU  ^hii  i^  ihg  c-^micai  natora  c'  'he  waier  "©■^i-ng 
tn  Muddy  Cnek  and  rf^to  ina  CcJoraoo  fl~e»  at  Kremmimg 


34  33    page]  52 
BuM  a  dam  arxl  nr« 


glut  P>vef    (Thank  you  for  lht»  n«v«  ieC'on 

are  creeled 

ha(  atieci  tna  crtemcai  and  physicjl  Droptni 


')  tht  r«>lnllcns^<D 

;i  l^e  'mc""^  r;i 

31  me  etc  ciiaion  cl  m.n#(af>  Uon 

4t  ma  aoni^ai  I'f^noifgi'-Ji  c-,c'«  jr 

51  ihe  ':Q"-:g"tM»Qr'  cf  m<ntrai»  du 

For  •■ample     Hj-jm.ne  Ljl-e  m  >(>«tfn  ».'■•• 
24  000  T  10  ine  Colorado  Prver  t>y  lescnmg 


ng  iridcw   oufUrr*.  arx]  MCi 
n>n#(ais  'fom  waier  ol  ir»e  r 


ige  ' 


!h«  ri 


I  County  conl'iDL 


•  33    Mg<fQ  D»m,« 
page  4-i27 


5  3  2       page  5  9 


Muddy  Citfi'  '^•servQir   Uil  tantenca   paragraph  1 

la  and  t^e  'rii^ts  o*  *<.iier  (H.'>J*V  moilPH 
a  mat  mere  rood  be  a  Doteni>al  lor  wartr 
m«  in  Muddy  Cifk  Rpien.o«  * 

OEIS     WV>f  Qual.ty 


'  *i'f  •  (iu.iipty  changes  df -tmiaam  aryj  m  the  r»'( 
n#r1  to  be  ^•^#*  deierTT>.n»d  before  sptcitc  m^tg 
can  tt  proposed  ' 


Compare  l^'s  iiaitment  w4i 
532      page  5  17 


SOEIS    ■■vater  Quaiiy 


There  IB  a  poitr^'aJ  fof  •am  quai.(Y  proM^mi*  as  ,ih<y.t 
BUT  HQ  mention  ol  aw^.m^rtijiio*!  being  proposed  v.* 
thfie  be  miti^iion? 


'ibU .  page  96 

'mlero$iem«/cm  muiio<>ed  t>v  0  75  oW.i<n  apfyonmaie  I  0  S 

'u  S  G  S  .  W  S  P  2058  page  29  fiammg  Gorge 

'Cg^y *'?_'' J^t-^r*"  -'**^*^  Coni'c*  PfrH?c!    '"-yi''iJ«''Ji_iL'»1,   S'^ge  T-o 
Oeveiopmani  FiPat  Et^  i*e""y"'s<  |"T;t;i  SLoigmefM  OQi  Bu  nee.  May  23  i«e,  pig*** 


Response 


114*4  ^^*  SDEIS  dlacloflee  QgCenpt^J.  problems  wtch  chealcel  and 
physical  Incegrlcy  of  Huddy  Creek  Reservoir  (aee.  for 
exeapla.  Table  Z  J  1  SDEIS).  and  Uses  as  s  alclgeclon 
requLreaenC  aodellng  and  aonlcortng  during  detljin  and  early 
years  of  operation.  The  requlreaencs  of  a  aonlcorlng 
prograa  are  outlined  In  Section  i  i  2  aa  are  che  data 
requtraaanct     for    reservoir    aorlalln^  The    proponanc    has 

sponsored    a    decaLlad    vacar    quellcy    aodellng    study    of    Che 
proposed    Huddy    Creek    Reservoir    by    the    USCS  Prellalnary 

r«'4ulta  Indicate  ChaC  .  while  the  scudv  will  provide  aore 
decalled  guenclcaclva  daca,  the  conclusions  will  noc  be 
•ubscanclaily  different  fcoa  choae  presented  in  the  SDCIS 
Any  paralc  will  concein  requlrraencs  for  alClgatlon  should 
che  •onltortnii  and  aodellng  ro«aicced  Co  In  che  SDEIS  reveal 
a   water   quality    problea    In    the    reaervolr 
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4  35   oaqt 


'■*tifWY  .Cffgi'  btfow  th*  p^w^  paragraoh  2. 


In  ;r«  CJcrjio  R'v»f  as 
Muddy  C.'M«  flM^fvoii".' 

How  It  inia  broad  siaivrpam  oujnirtiad  ano  ii  -t  |usi'««d  ^hen  lOia^*^  ty  carsgrapn  3? 

"Sail  rad'og.  .-?<1«cied  bv  'nceaaoi  in  Cow"  iiipam 
uimitv  IS  a  coiannat  c'OtHam  Attn  ih«  proDostfd  Mudtfv 
C.  e«t«  i'ta  D«3U5»  H  •»  underta«n  Ov  4f>a'*s  if-.^i  Of«  known 
to  ccwain  (3«*l¥  "'Ti  'tvpts  o*  Mill     Aheo  tr«  rB^ervow 

VC'-'''^  ^»  *'.il      ••»'•'  wrtyia   1*^  ifHO  th«   tu(r>5un0.n<^  (O' 

jno  fCCK  and  c  iioiva  ihs  sail)  th3l  v*9  p(«s»ni  ,Vh»n 
:!■*  i^ar/cr  "Cud  tt  suCsaquenrty  lo^Mtred  ^u  tarn 
sic'i-;*'  vcud  cima  Sack  out  ol  tfit  so*  and  Otmq  \»rth 

It  '.f-t  iJisscJ'.tfl  sails  ..■ 

and  paga  *\10  parac^raph  i 

'  TheC';m<Hlc  Cr,aa"JCils.  vficn  are  If^*  prwrsry  jc-lJ  c' 
tti«  Muddy  C'**w  bcrtcmiand  nad  ort  o(  tr»  hiqhwi 
rcad^f^a  ';<  s'l  ''''?«  sampps  ,  ~hM«  ao'is  snoutd  noi 
corHnbuta  mucn  \o  iha  fcanh  siorag*  jinca  ihay  would 
prtm^Hy  crriir  on  lh«»  bottnm  of  Iha  rvsarvoir  .  Thef«(ora. 
K  aDp^a'5  ifwii  Mil  loading  Aoiild  occur  w<ih  iha  f»5»fvoif. 
but  sinca  Ifia  Cfedomtnani  sd^  aftpctad  by  bank  ^lomga 
are  'airty  'ow  n  sail,  ine  overall  loading  would  "ol  ba 
axc'swe.  and  most  of  iha  loading  wmM  occur  du'mg  iha 
llrtt  law  years  ol  iria  raiervot  t  lifa* 

Doas  this  siaitfTtam  laka  into  consicferatlon  iha  djti  'rem  Tabia  J  <  2  i.  paga  4-99''  I  a. 
9:%  otthaiand  inur\cla:ed.  1.33I  acre),  is  o(  me  C jmuiic  Cr,aqucils  Tire  so*  associaiion. 
It  v/ifl  hp  15*1  r(  ^tie  shoreline  c'  a  fined  'cservoir  n  aces  or  3%  o(  iha  H.ir^ha  Caavtt  ** 
ba  itiurdaicd  This  40  acres  itrcichej  into  'O".  ol  trie  toiai  irwrwin*  fey  a  length  of  to  i 
miles  Is  Iha  volume  o(  Aaier  m  ihe  reservQif  jtaiic'  Cr  «■«  1  luctuato'  vvhere  is  ihe  Hn% 
tctv/een  Iha  Harsha-Leivirt  and  ihe  Cumui'c  Cnoouon^  Tina  assocaiwru?  Tha  test 
prccedu'es,  obsefvallons.  »ra  conclusions  lack  a  degree  o(  credibJiry 

4-135    pageJ-CO  Mirddv  C"-*:^  bg<c-/r  It-?  CJim    paragraph  J 

'Analyses  ol  the  impacts  ol  ihe  proposed  rasefvoin  *ere 
Conducied  by  ihe  USOl  Bureau  o*  Reclamation  s  Colorado 
River  Wale' CuainyOlllcB 'or  th?  impacls  at  Imparlaf  Dam 
Tha  assumpikons  are  as  loiio-^a: 


r  Lc^'j'i^a   MLddy  Creek  2,0C0  ' 


>,'vaaf 
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How  Is  this  ligure  dctarmtf^ed' 

^Vhal  doei  a  represent'' 

What  Is  tha  anticpaied  increase  ol  T  D  S  or  i 


I  ol  salt  loaded  due  lo  leaching^   and 


1  14*5  ^*  •eatasane  rafarrad  to  la  •  quallcattv*  JudgBant  baaad  on 
a  eonaldaratlon  of  dacanclon  tteaa  In  cha  proposad  raaarvolr 
and  aadlaanc  charactarlsclca  of  tha  Nuddy  Craak  dralna^a.  A 
Bora  quanclcaclva  avaluacLon  ta  praaantad  tn  tha  paragrapha 
of  Section  4.4.3.3  which  follow  tha  rafarancad  atateaant  and 
which  daacrlba   tha  raauLta  of  aaLc  Loading   Caata. 

Flaaaa  rafar  Co  tha  Grand  County  Soil  Survay  (USDASCS  1993) 
«a  tha  lourca  of  Cachntcal  tnforaatlon  on  aolla  In  Cha 
raiarvol-  area.  SoUa  ara  ganarally  dlatrlbutad  according  co 
parent  aacarlal  and  copographjr.  tn  tha  caaa  of  cha  Huddy 
Craak  raaarvolr  araa.  cha  boundary  bacwaan  Cha  Haraha- 
Laavlcc  and  tha  Cuaulle  Cryaquolla ■ Tina  aaaoelaclona  la 
roughly  balow  but  parallal  Co  tha  aurfaca  of  tha  propoaad 
raaarvolr.  Tha  raaarvolr  ahoraltna  would  ba  parallal  to  and 
within  Cha  Hariha-Laavlct  aasoetatlon  along  a  aajor  portion 
of  Cha  ahorollna  dlatanca.  Slnca  cha  reservoir  would  not 
fluctuata  greatly.  (10-13  varClcal  faac)  on  an  annual  basla. 
only  about  200  acrai  of  cha  Cumille  Cryaquolla-Tlna 
aaaoelaclona  would  ganarally  ba  axpotad.  Tharaforo.  ao»« 
sale  Loading  froa  cha  Cuaulle  Cryaquolls -Tina  aisoclaClon 
would  occur  froa  Chls  aoll  Cypa ,  parclcularly  In  cha 
flraC  faw  yaara  of  raaarvolr  oparaclon.  ThLa  factor  waa 
eonaldarad  In  Cha  ealculatlona  of  aalt  loading. 

Tha  toll  aanpla  daatgn  waa  laplaaantad  Co  aaapla  all  aoll 
Cypaa  wlchln  tha  raaarvolr  and  along  Lta  ahorollna.  Tha 
nuabar  of  aaapla  points  par  aoll  Cypa  waa  ganarally 
proportional  Co  tha  araa  of  Inundation  and  Langch  of 
•horallna  croailng  a  given  soil  Cypa  Co  provide  for  • 
reprasancaclvo  saapla  of  soils.  Tharafora,  adequate  aoapllng 
waa  laplaaantad  Co  characCerlza  aoll  sallnlcy  and  aaka 
logical  and  raasonabla  Infarancas  abouc  sale  loading. 

Furthar,  ravlaw  of  other  raaarvolra  In  cha  general  vicinity 
of  tha  propoaad  Huddy  Craak  rasarvolr  Indlcacaa  that  aalt 
loading  of  dovnacreaa  waters  Is  not  a  significant  problea. 
A  specific  exaapla  Includaa  Graan  Mountain  Raaarvolr  which 
occurs  on  slallar  soils  and  paranc  aacarlals  as  cha  Huddy 
Creak  atca.  Tharaforo.  based  on  tha  soil  sallnlcy  analysis 
accoapUshad  for  Chls  project  and  tho  raaults  and 
axparlancaa  froa  slallar  rasarvolr  projacca  In  cha  araa. 
conscrucclon  and  operation  of  Cha  Muddy  Craak  raaarvolr  la 
not  expected  co  causa  a  atgnlflcant  Increase  In  aalc  loading 
of  Huddy  Craak  and  Cha  Colorado  Rlvar. 
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114-7 
1148 

What  Is  tha  -.oluma  ol  loss  ol  water  due  to  evapomton' 

Hon*  is  mis  reHected  ir>  mcffsie  lan  concentration? 

■imran  ni  irrDt-ai  C^m   Muddv  Creeh-     •  i  «  mg/L* 

■-Vhai  does  this  increase  mean'    And  .s  t  C.recrty  rWaied  lo  the  resen^o*^ 

A  o/versKxi  d  1 5,000  ac  w    as  o'oooied  by  the  f.'etro  Cenve*  Lease  'rom  O.Uon  Peservow 
Aoukj  increase  sailnny  at  imoerLil  Cam  oy  l  8  mg/L  i  e.  l  5  «  i  OT  -    I  fl  mg,  L.  [salmiy 
iricreases  i  07  mq/L  lor  eacn  lO.OOO  ac.  n.  ot  depaikm  upstream  (out  d  basm  drvers«nt 
(rom  imoena*  Oam| 

The  BLM  >s  cne  o<  the  prtncica*  pefmiftrr*g  agencies  rnvrrf^ed  w.ih  the  siie  se**ction  and 
-•rmirling  c""cess  icr  this  proiect  The  nam  srta  C  en  Mixrdy  C'eeK  is  located  on  land 
idmimsieied  by  't^  SL'.t  The  t^suii'nrj  reswvoir  *nuid  inundate  iH7  acres  o(  smii 
derrved  m  ih*.  mosi  o.in  Uom  -nanne  l^Jle»     :3<l  loading  *.ll  cccyr  lo  in  inltnt  nol  v»l 

Iciermmed  "he  trjant'/  it  *ai*r  imcouroM  and  r^ctfi^  «>il  be  ol  poorer  nuj'iry  ihan 
■hai  -loiod  in  Pock  Cfeek  or  currently  m  Green  Mountain     P'ease  relef  to  5  5  3  5.  page 

i:0-i3i 

A  review  ol  ir^  toUownq  sections  and  pangtaphs  ol  iha  SCE'S 

172     paga  1-25         Bu^fluc'l]"^ '•<a"ngr"r"'"*a'?ufcg"a^'"i:"'c^|P't»- 

?  S  1       nar^e  7  17            P-sr.trre  Manan*men|  P'an   oaraoraDh  2 
Itni     naqe3  92             MuOdv  Crf*k 

449      pago4.i6j        UrrLUliilin 

4491    page4-i63         Afti^ip^teq  imeacis  ■  M»|fQ  Denve<  Lease  Oerr^^nd 

H^«  «n*  .^«  in  .Hi/  m.i.nr.  tn  "A  Aarml  In  rnn^reii    .Jiilv     I9fl7  '  Sal'r-rtv  Contrr:*  on 
BLM  A>:n->^isi«**j  Pi.'bK  Uinds  >n  ih^  Cdcryjo  Br.ef  Basm 

This  report  was  prepared  By  CCI  ■  8U^  *i 

•    rrspofvsa  to  the  1964  amendment  lo  ihe  Colorado  flivaf  Basm  Salin«y 
Cortfrt  Act  (PL  96  «69),    Section  :03  (b»  (3)  directed  iha  Secretary 

lo  develop  a  comprahansf/e  proqr.im  lot  mmimmng  vHI  conlrbuion  lo 
the  Colorado  n^vef   l«om  lands  aommisietad    by   ihe   Bureau   ol   Land 
Manaqenert  (BLi-'l  and  submrt  a  lepon  which  describes  ihe  program  and 
racofTwriendM  k^piemeniation  actcns  lo  ihe  Congress  and  lo  n-emtars  ol 
the  mr^troTf  counci  esiaWithed  by  Section  204  (a)  ct  Ihis  t-rta  by  July  1, 
1987 

Walef  from  the  Colorado  Rrywr  surcons  Ihe  municipal  and  lndu'-l"al  needs 
0'a*e«  19millk>npeoci«anrtirti'5aiiono'  over  2  5  million  acres  ol  nop 'arxJ 
bwh  msKle  and  ouisOe  the  basm    Saiinitv    a  measure  oi  loiai  c-sioi^ed 
SOl«Js     threatens  mH  (hese  uses    Salm.ly  in  iha  Cdorado  Prer  r.ingas  I'Om 
5t>  mdltrirams  pef  Mer  (mrj/L)  at  .ts  headwaters  10  appio«lmatelv  600  mg,  L 
by  if>a  lime  t  reaches  Impefol  Cam 

'lb«J .  paga  CO 

114*6  ^*  **Claaca  of  2.000  ton*  par  year  la  baaed  on  an  annual 
fluctuacLon  In  aurfaca  area  of  Cuaulle -Cryaquol Is  of  abouc 
200  acraa  at  abouc  10  cons  per  acre,  a  vary  high  figure, 
For  coaparlson,  cha  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Raclaaaclon  asclaacaa 
salt  loading  for  newly  Irrigated  soils  at  2  tons  per  acre. 
Salt  loading  and  Incraasa  In  TOS  ara  discussed  tn  Section 
4  4.3.3  SDCtS.  Tha  annual  average  nat  evaporation  losa  froa 
Cha  proposad  Muddy  Craak  rasarvolr  is  esclaacad  Co  ba  2010 
acra-faac  for  the  Eaat  Slope  deasnd  and  1910  acra-faat  for 
cha  Uaat  Slope  denand .  These  quantltlea  raprasant  voluaas 
of  wacar  ascaplng  tha  raaarvolr  surface  that  will  affect  TDS 
concantraclon  only  and  should  noc  bo  confused  with  Cha  naC 
wacar   losa   attrlbucabla    to    the   project. 

Average  annual  Inflow  co  Cha  propoaad  rasarvolr  Is  60.100 
acre-feec.  Consequancly ,  lake  evaporacLon  would  result  In 
an  Incraasa  of  Cha  TOS  concantraclon  In  Muddy  Creek  by  abouc 
3.0  percent  for  Cha  Eaat  Slope  demand  and  by  2.8  percent  for 
cha   Wast   Slope   deaand. 

1^  M  ^  This  Is  cha  esclnatad  Increase  In  sallnlcy  ac  laperlel  Daa 
'^''  aa  derived  by  calcuLaclona  Idanclcal  co  those  you  reference. 
IC  la  dlreccly  relaced  to  use  of  waCar  aada  posslbla  by 
construction  of    cha   proposed   rasarvolr. 

1  14*8       S»m    Raaponsa    to   Coaaanta    lU-t    and    114.7. 
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Comment  Letter  114 


Response 


114-9 


114-10 


rfPC<««n«rtfai>on  c*  fT»»  >«na  'T\*fv»(;*^»fll  rtCt  CM  Trg  ELM  w4  corwrcl 
ui'W  cn  puotc  iwji  irvouot  tfcnraqun  mat  ar«  co9t  t^Kth*  ind 
prcwi*  mwUM  '•lounr*  '■•»i««'t.   Jicuni^o   s-iiinify  ccrtrni  *     c»n"    ' 

Atxii  »tt  tf^  Mt  lO^C'**  V*i»  timrtinli  (or  ««(•»  ■1U3I4V  'e*  •  »»i»r/o«  •"  (•<;)fOi  lo  ir»« 
TOS  cltr«  rf"-lc*  "lit*  Jlirt  uOJi'tam  ct^nrtngolaffser.ctf  and  t^t  f  D  S  C'"e'«ncf 

I  jnd    'vn«r»  ^«  ;r>«««  j.fl«r<>nc«s  eotrn««ai»>J    n  'rut 


yi»it*  nuWy  i/yMM  0«  "^«  s«T«  or  nw]^•r  t»*<f  RncK.  MudCy  C.*«k  P'lervof  iMn  in* 
co^ucianct  irowW  t)«  e-iu-Jt  'o  o«  low-r  'fMn  iri«  <j(e«n  t.lounr.nn  te»*ait  -n  o'O*'  ^21  to 


ECONOMIC  IMPACT 

oi«t      Ljf^  Ofirtft-o'*!  »*••  M  cowcrt  *■"'  "«N*  'tif^^r-t     tAO  Ti^icr  cities  of 
Oowmtrttm  xrartr  d*gridjrior^  ^  t^•  CoiorMo  Rf«r 

Tn«  S397  000  000  CO  G'knd  Valrv  Un«  Slag*  »  if  a  pjn  rV  lh«  proposed  Saitniiy 
Comrti  Prr>g/^m  aooro^td  by  Ccvv]«»*i  '('^  'iT»oi*m%rti»d  unow  rh#  |o«ni 
luriuJold  C  ir\«  00' 8ij(»su  of  nrcisrTui>on  SCS  kvI  A3C5  d  i^e  0«CflirT>«ni 
ol  Ag>ctilur*  3''d  th«  EPA  rrnt^ion  m  ir>«  Gonil  Va'i*v  Mesa  Counry  art 
•ncrtai^^  th«<r  trtoni  to  re<fuc«  vvt  loading  lo  ih«  Colorado  r4K>«r 

P'ocoifd  da"i«  *<*  wcfftsa  un  leta'ng  flu*  lo  (a)  ieacb>r<i  ci  viiii  I'cm  pocr 
r«»rvof  srtM  Bfxf  (b)  •ncreasing  uu  concentiaiions  «  ih»  C-ytvado  fliver  Oy  i«'g» 
jC3i»  *«r«*  (5^^fvor'^  om  o(  i^*  Coiorado  b«s«n  m*J«  possible  quaniity  wts<  Oy 
ihesi  r««w  augmfniaiioni  daf^s 

Sai-rniy  irifou<)"o<ji  ihe  Colorado  Rr.»f  eji«n  *r«  loceas*  as  "c/'i  'asiwo  Mo'» 
T  0  S  at  cv^'sk:"  poinu  aiont)  "^e  'r.er  raj  me  potcnuil  ro  '"t>«  in«  vnnery  ol 
agrKiiior*  c/ocotf^  Mixi'C'pai  «waHK  pr(jv<Je«j  v-iH  b«  (acrt  v,>tt\  increased  costi 
as  in*  ^ater  r^qu'res  nwa  ««iens<v*  rieain>er>i  lo  tr—^t  iht  ouaiily  siarKti'dS 
regu>/*d  by  in«  sia(«  heatin  dapanmeni 


ccuCLUSions 


Wb  rpust  consKJer  i''*  CCoratfo  ^ivpr  and  Us  If-Ouiaies  as  an  -nitg'aied  system 
bev^  CJifrt  '''•o  a  dci'imental  regimen  by  many  demands 

Th»  Ctforado  f"v#*  iyslem  h  a  aticMl  supply  ol  water  for  many  people,  many 
purposes,  af^  many  projects  (n  sfwen  states. 


1149 


Thar*  ara  no  Scaca  vacar  qualltT  itandardt  for  salinity,  but 
tha  Colorado  Rlv»r  W«c«r  Quality  laprov^acnc  Prograa  (PL 
9]-)20)  doai  racognlza  aaUnUy  control  aa  a  baaln-wlda 
ebjacclva. 

Daaa  ara  not  conaldarad  a  point  tourca  of  aallnlty.  Tha 
Istuaa  of  aalt  loading  froa  Nuddy  Craak  Raiarvolr  and 
poeanctal  downicrtaa  aallnlty  Ispacts  ara  avaluatad  In 
Section  4.4.3.3  SDEIS.  Aa  dlacloaad,  thara  will  ba  a  changa 
In  aallnlty.  but  It  will  ba  vary  taalL.  Tha  Colorado  River 
Salinity  Control  frogra*  «as  astabllahad  to  paralt 
davalopaant  to  contlnua  In  tha  bailn  without  lapacclng  lover 
baatn  watar  uaara  or  raqulrlng  projact-tpaclfle  altlgatlon. 
Saa  '1987  lta«law  •  Uatar  Quality  Standards  for  Salinity  - 
Colorado  Rtvar  Syataa'  praparad  by  Colorado  RLvar  Baaln 
Salinity  Control  Porua.  Thta  raport  contains  tha 
laplaaantat Ion  plan  for  tha  salinity  control  prograa,  and 
was  adoptad  by  each  of  tha  7  basin  atatas  as  tha  raqulraaant 
for  trlanntal  ravtaw  of  watar  quality  atandards  for 
coapllanca  with  Saetlon  303  of   tha  Claan  Uatar  Act   of   1977. 


^•4^,4Q  Tha  ralatlonshlp  of  tha  proposad  projact  to  tha  proposad  Tvo 
Forks  Rasarvolr  Is  dlacuaaad  in  Saetlon  I  2.3.2  SDEIS.  Sea 
Raaponaa    to  CoBBonta    llft-S.    ll4-(,    and   114*9. 


Comment  Letter  1 14 


Response 


Tha  Colorado  fl^er  ivii^m  r»Hrtl  not  t>«  to"«d  Into  cArrv*n<]  Inceased  salt  loads 
>n  dece.^lK]  "flturrie  jnd  increased  »4H  r  yv  «nirartor>s  as  a  HtUt  ot  DOOIv  c^oieo 
Met  lor  dama  bt^g  craaiad  lo  ■■padu*  i^e  «>port  ctf  norvsaltn*  waters  lo  lote^n 
rrve*  basir>1. 

The  n«w  scecflc  bane'^kaJ  uia  rt  Oflon  'J'»»o  M-TurWam  and  Simrfar  '*servo"S 
yeWs  '««■  ba  as  a  gjaify  correciion  reie^t*  >n  addition  to  a  quanttv  re«easa  <i> 
order  to  mairwan  wtueam  standards  ana  I'owi 

A  f>^>M  round  of  'aiervoir  ift  ureciKms  Ifit  augmamatlon  water  iiofaq*  n 
connection  w^h  Metro  Der^er  w»ifi  leases  's  commencrq  a*  encourage  i*** 
(eoera  agarxies  to  perm«  leservow  mea  :nai  w*  produce  me  besi  quality  **jnr 


VO»jf»  iruly 

Ruin  P   HmcWnt 
Secraiary 


/Coi 
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Comment  Letter  115 


Response 


NCWCD 


ML'MCirAL  SUBDISTRICT 

NORIHtRN  ClKUHACX)  W.MtR  CONSIRVANO    DiSl  RIL  T 


115-1 


lhi.««b«r   21,    I9>l 


Dr.   Cary  Cacflll.    *«f'<>'<*'   '<>'•"" 
Hocky  Mountain   R«flon 
USOA   Foraft    Sarvlca 
11177   Vait   8th  Avanua 
Ukavood.   Colorado     tO!2> 

«r.    rl*tl   rtorch.    Stata  Dtractor 
Buraao  of    Land   ^anafaaant 
Colorado  Stata  Cffica 
2)!0   Totinillald 
Ukovood.   Colorado  80213 


■  E: 


lock  Craak/Nuddy  Ccaak  »ai. 
lapaet  Slataaant 


ntal  Deal!  Znvlroi 


Cantlaaani 

On  bahall  o(  tha  HunUlpal  SuMlJtrlcl  of  tha  Northarn  Colorado  Jaur 

rar»ancy  Diftritt,  "a  viih  to  undarlcora  tha  oral  l.itlaony 
dallvarad   by  oor  coonial  at  tha   Draft  tn.l  ron.antal  Iipac!  St«n»ai>l 

ring  hald  at  tha  Oan.ar  lotanlral  Cardant  on  Octob-r  1.  1«98.  The 
Htinlclpal   SobdHtrlcl  and  District  Board  of  Olrectorj  .hola-ha.t  t-dly 

>ort   and   andoria   Ij.uanca   o(   tha   final   tn« 1 ron.ental   I.p.cl 

taaani   and  all  nacefaary  parol 


Muddy  Craak  «a«arvolr  Projact 
Watar  Conaarvallon  District. 

ara  convinced  that  construe 
irvolr   Project   Is   In 
reasonable  and  Icgltlaata  ' 


ba 


ad  by  tha  Colo 


Rl/ 


Darall  D.  ^balnan.  PC. 
Associate  Ganaral  Manager 


Board  of  Directors.  Colorado  Plver  Uater  Consecation  District 
Roily  Fischer.  M.n»fer.  Colorado  «lver  Water  Conservation  District 
Board  of  Direct. 


niclpal  Subdlstclcl.  NCUCO 


Comment  Letter  116 


Responso 


116-1 


SUMMIT  COUNTY 
BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


10  October  1988 


Jerry  E.  Schaiidt,  Forest  Supervisor 
Poutt  Kational  Forest 
29587  W.  U.S.  «0:  Suite  20 
Steamboat  Springs,  CO   80487 

Dsar  Hr.  Schmidt: 


County  Coiaiiis 


viewed  the 


rs  of  Summit  County  ha 
S.O.E-l.S.  for  the  Rock  Creek/Muddy  Creek  Reservoirs  and  we 
support  tha  Huddy  Creek  Project.   Huddy  Creek  is  clearly  less 
environmentally  damaging  and  additional  storage  Is  needed  by  the 
Colorado  River  District  to  meat  tha  tanas  of  Ita  leas*  agreement 
with  Oenvar. 

Yours  Sincsraly, 

BOARD    or    COUNTy    COMMI-IStONERS 
SUMMIT    COUNTY,     COLORAfXJ 


^/-/m^ 


Dan    Ulnar 


Don    Patvrson 
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OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 
Comment  Letter  117 


Response 


Elsetric  AaaodaClon,  Ina. 


Nov»MD«r    2S,     I9«e 


Mr.  Jmrrf    Sc^^Mldt,  Forttit  Supsrvltor 
Rouit  Nattonal  Foraat 
29}8r  w««c  U.  S.  40,  SuU*  20 
St.««mt>oat  Soring*.  Colorado   90407 

Hr.  Oavtd  Atklna,  Araa  Hanagar 
Buraau  of  Land  Manaqamane 
KrtMftllng  Raaourca  Araa 
1  I ie  Park  Avanua 
Kra«ml1ng,  Colorado   ■04S9 

Gant)«m*n: 

SOCIS 
Propoaad  RocK  Craah/Muddv  Craak  Haaarvotra 

Colorado-Uta  Elactrlc  Aaaoclatlon.  Inc.  (Colorado-Uta)  haraby 
aubMtta  I  ta  coOT*»anta  on  tha  SOEIS,  datad  Auguat  1988  for  th« 
proDOaad  Rock  Craak/Huddy  Craak  Raaarvolra. 

Colorado-Uta  la  a  ganaratlon  and  tranaiataalon  alactrlc 
coooaratWa  which  aarvaa  14  diacrlbutlon  alactrlc  eoooarat Ivaa , 
Mho  tn  turn  aarva  aOout  200.000  cuatomars  (or  a  Dooulatlon  of  about 
eoO.OOO)  In  49  of  tha  03  counttaa  of  Colorado.   In  th*  court*  of 
Its  Ouatnasa,  Colorado-Uta  haa  acQulrad  a  numbar  of  watar  right*, 
both  abaoluta  and  conditional,  for  uaa  In  axisting  and  potential 
futura  alactrlc  ganaratlng  atatlona. 

Colorado-Uta'a  Intaraat  in  thia  SDE 1 9  la  dua  to  i ta  oonarahip 
of  aavarsi  flow  and  storaga  rights  on  Muddy  Craak,  abova  tha 
prooossd  Muddy  Craak  Raasrvolr.   Colorado-Uta  OMna  tha  foMoMing 
rights: 

Awount      Adludleatlon  Rata 


Rabbit  Ears  Raaarvolr 
Four  Countlaa  Ottch  No.  3 
Barbar  Baaln  Raaarvolr 


61 .594  a.f . 

85  cfs. 

38.009  a. f . 

♦   100  Cf*. 


09-05-94 
09-05-94 
03-14-79 


1  17  ll     Colorad 
■  If*  l(raaarvo1rs  si 


Colorado-Uta  la  supportWa  of  tha  construction  of  mitigation 
uch  ss  Muddy  Craak  Raaarvolr.   HoMavar,  Colorado-Uta 


117'1  *•  with  any  vactc  raioureaa  projacc.  tha  Itkallhood  of 
conditional  rights  balng  dsvslopad  upacreaa  or  downacraaa 
froa  cha  proposed  proJacc  vas  consldarad  In  eha  analysli  of 
poccntlaL  yield  fros  cha  proposed  Nuddy  Craak  Reservoir  ac 
Site  C.  The  proponenc'a  evaluaclon  of  Che  conditional 
rights  referenced  In  your  letter  vas  that  there  was  llccle 
likelihood  of  Chctr  being  perfected  In  a  Banner  chat  would 
significantly  Inpect  the  yield  of  tha  proposed  projecc. 
Therefore,  they  ware  not  considered  In  the  yield  analysis 
for  tha  proposed  project. 


Comment  Letter  117 


Response 


117-1 


Hovamb*r  25.  1988 


I  not  baan  able  to  datarmlna  from  tha  JOEIS  whether  Colorado- 
Uta't  water  rights  or  other  upstream  wst«r  rights  -mrn    fully 
considered  in  tha  calculation  of  tha  ytaid  estimates  for  Muddy 
'raak  Rasarvotr.   If  tha  yield  estimata  Jtd  not  fully  conaidar  tha 
iffact  of  senior  watar  right  davaloomant.  tha  actual  yield  could  be 
laaa  than  that  nacsasary  to  provtda  tha  expactad  mitigation. 


'^mr■f    truly  youra. 


Mary  M.  Chapman 
Hanagar.  Fual  and 


fatar  Raaourcas 


R .  McNa 1 T 1 
E.  Morria 
E.  Oavanport 
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Comment  Letter  118 


Response 


NATURAL  ENERGY  RESOURCES  COMPANY 


Octobvr    7,     1980 


Mr.    J«rfy    E.    Scheldt.    Forest    Supervisor 

Routt    Natlonik    Foraat 

29587    vf««t    U.S.    40    -    Suite    20 

St ••■boat    Springs,    CO-    80407 

Mr.    Dave    At'<lns,     Resource    Are*    t4inag«r 
Kreaimllnq    Resource    Area 
P.O.    0OX    68 
Kreotmllntj.    CO.     804;9 

Subject)        C0MMEWT5    ON    ROCK    CRteH/HUDDT    CRCCR    SDCIS 

Gentlemen; 


118-1 


118-2 


118-3 


3«ciuse  It  Ignores  better 

also   vould   a  I  low   the 

Upper  Colorado  main  stem 

hard   hit   by    nineteen 


118-4 


SubJ-c   tIS   la   fatally   flaw* 
water   sources   for   Metro   Denver 
■lestr-iCtlv*   devatering   of   the   sj" 
tributaries   that   have   already   be- 
dlvvrsion  projects  to  the  East  Slope. 

The  original  purpose  of  subject  project  was  to  provide  l^est 
Slope  mitigation  tor  the  diversion  of  windy  Cap  vater  to  the 
East  Slope.  However,  through  circuitous  reasoning  the  project 
is  now  being  used  to  facilitate  and  Justify  diversion  of  even 
more  water  to  Metro  Denver  fro»  the  wrong  basin. 

Before  any  additional  diversions  are  contemplated  frois  the 
severely  depicted  Upper  Colorado  tributaries.  Colorado  water 
supply  EIS  efforts  should  first  address  all  reasonable  options 
or  meeting  the  state's  future  growth  requirements.  For  example. 
ity  -  farm  recycling  of  water  already  being  diverted  la  a 
ommon  practice,  but  was  not  considered  in  this  EIS.  The  vast 
ntapped  surplus  waters  of  the  Gunnison  were  also  not 
onsidered.  Recent  engineering  studies  show  both  of  these 
ources  to  be  potentially  more  cost  effective  and  less  Jimaglng 
o  the  environment  than  the  cumulative  Impact  of  only  iAertlng 
rom  a  alngle  basin. 

If  the  Upper  Colorado  area  needs  a  compensatory  water 
supply  and  recreation  reservoir  as  mitigation  for  the  windy  Gfip 
project,  it  should  look  only  to  that  project  for  the  funds  to 
construct  the  project.  It  surely  should  not  create  another 
Upper  Colorado  diversion  which  will  also  require  additional 
mitigation  for  the  further  depletion  of  the  area's  water.  The 
EIS  should  consider  the  Upper  Colorado's  basln-wlde  Impact  of 
•ach  new  diversion  proposal  compared  to  the  impact  If  water  were 
to  come  from  the  virgin,  but  wetter.  Upper  Gunnison  Basin. 


•4-4  0,4  The  r«L*clonihLp  b«cv««n  th«  propeaed  projecc  and  the  Macro 
Denver  vatar  supply  la  dlacuaaad  In  SeccLon  12.3  2  SDCIS. 
TTte  purpose  of  the  proposed  projecc  Is  alctgacl on  for  the 
Ulndy  Cap  projecc  which  has  been  censcrucced  (See  Section 
1.2.2  SDCIS),  and  the  purpose  for  the  proposed  acclon  li 
dlscincc  froa  Che  need  for  Che  wacer  Co  be  prowlded  by  Che 
proposed  storage  reservoir.  This  projecc  would  provide  a 
perclon  of  the  Incerla  wacer  supply  needed  by  che  Hecro 
Denver  Area  beflnnlng  In  abouc  199S  as  projacced  by  che 
Corps  of  engineers,  "nils  conactcucea  che  Lncarla  or  shorc- 
Carv  need  for  cha  projecc. 

The  15  Uesc  Slope  councles  represenced  by  che  River  Dlscrtcc 
and  che  upper  Colorado  River  Basin.  In  general,  would 
benefit  froa  che  proposed  projecc  (See  Section  1.2.2  SDEIS). 
As  a  resu,lc  of  che  shorc-cera  need  for  we  car  fro*  che 
proposed  reservoir  and  Cha  River  Dlscrlct  -  Denver  Uacer 
Board  lease.  Che  project  would  generace  cha  aeana  Co  aupporc 
cha  DlsCrlcCa  scacucory  obllgaclons  and  presenc  and  future 
wacer  needs  In  waacam  Colorado  (See  Section  1.2.3.1  SDEIS) 
The  projecc  would  also  pervlc  oparaclonal  enhanceaanc  of  che 
upper  Colorado  Rlvsr  water  aCorage  and  delivery  systan  (Sea 
Section  1.2.3.4  SDBIS). 

118*2  ^^*  relationship  bacwaen  chls  projecc  and  <tlctgaclon  for 
Ulndy  Cap  la  presented  In  decall  In  Section  1.3  SDEIS.  See 
also  Response  to  Coasenc  118-1. 


118-3 


A  verlecy  of  structural  and  non- structural  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  project  were  considered  (See  Section  2.2 
SOeiS).  Clty-fara  recycling  of  wacar  would  not  aeet  cha 
purpose  of  che  proposed  projecc.  The  projects  referenced  In 
chis  co(r-«enc  are  not  viable  near-Cera  alcernaclves  to  aeet 
Che  shore  '■'•tn  need  In  Che  sid-lO^O's  (See  Section  1.2.3  2) 
nor  would  chey  aaaC  the  applicant's  purpose  for  Che  proposed 
project    (See   Section   1.2.2). 


1  18*4     See   Response    to  Coaaents    lll-l   and   111-3. 
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Response 


2 
The  Oen»»r  \l>eer  Dec»rti««nt  ippac«ntly  onlir  inowj  th«  Upper 

CoLorado,  and  th«y  ar«  determined  to  iceep  talcing  water  rrcr.  this 

same  source.   The  Colorado   Piver   inter   Conservation   District 

needs   water   projects  to  justif/  » he  i  r  e^cistence,  ind  they  have 

lost  their  historic  federal  source  of  funds  from  the   Puteau   of 

aeclamatlon.   Since   OWD   Is   now  tnelr  only  perceived  source  o( 

funds,  the  Hlver  District  has  decided  to  compromise   their   West 

Slope's   lon3  term  Interests  to  i^commodate  PUD'S  t3r?etlm  of  a 

single  basin.   The  Gunnison  has  always   been   vlthtn   the   Plver 

DlJtrict's   domain,  and   they   have  finally  sgreed  to  a  Colorado 

H«t«r  and  Power  Authority  study  of  this   basin   for   Eait   Slope 

^rovih. 

This   discovery   of   the  Cunnison's  vast  untapped  waters  Is 

encouraging,  but  the  River  District  should  no,   withnold   action 

on   any   further   dewatering   of   the  Upper  Colorado  tributaries 

until  the  Gunnison  alternatives  are  thoroughly  considered. 

Engineering   studies   shov   that   a   large,  high    altitude 

"unnlson   reservoir   at   Union   ParK  can  enhance  Colorado'-!  four 

major  river  environments  during  droughts  while  ^.^etlng   most   of 

the   water   needs   of   both   slope*  for  th*  next  30  to  50  years- 

This  IS  the  type  of  balanced  natural  resource   development   that 

Ls   the   objective   of  all  reasonable  environmental  and  business 

Interests  . 

118-5 

The  National   Environmental   Policy   Act   -*s   specifically 

'^nacted   to   force   consideration  of  all  reasonable  options  when 

making  major  development  decisions  that  may  substantially  Impact 

the  environment.   The  responsltte  permitting   aq-ncles   have   no 

other   choice   but   to   strictly   adhere   to   this  Congressional 

tiandate . 

Very  truly  yours. 

Allen  D.  (Dave)  Miller 

President 

ADH/b« 

cci   Governor  Roy  Romer 

Colonel  Steven  West.  l.'SA  Corps  of  Engln-ers 

Mr.  James  J.  Scherer.  Regional  Director.  EPA 

Mr.  Gary  E.  Carglll,  Regional  Forester,  USFS 

118-5 


See   Response    Co   Coaaenc    lU-3. 
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Response 


Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp, 

in  S    P^radist  Poad 
GoidOn     Crin.  100   80«01 

October    31.    1988 


Mr.     Dave    Atkins,     P<rs    'irce 
8ur«au    of    Land    :*ar\»<}cmcnt 
Ktenunlinq    Resource    AteA 
P.O.    Bo«    SB 
Kremmt Inq,     CO    901S9 
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Dejf 


9E:  Reck  C:eeW/Muddy  C;e-k  SOtIS 


Atkins, 


Trans  Hountatn  Hydro  Corp.  is  the  owner  At\<*  operator  of 
two  small  hydroelectric  projects  Iccjted  Setweeri  Green 
Mouiicatn  Reservoir  and  the  Colorado  Rivet  on  the  Blue  River. 
The*!*  two  projects,  the  aiue  valley  Ranc.i  Hydro  Power  Project, 
and  the  Dlu*»  Valley  "^anch  Hydro  Prjer  Project.  Unit  12,  are 
licensed  by  the  Federal  Energy  HeTjlatory  Comnnssion  (FEBCl, 
•  nd  have  FERC  Proiect  numbers  4316.  and  AHA  respectively. 
Project  4)16  is  currently  on-line  an*'  - .» j  been  operating  since 
1983,  and  Project  4414  is  currently  under  construction. 

I  have  reviewed  the  August  1988  SDLIS  for  the  Rock 
Creek/Muddy  Creek  Reservoir.  Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp.  wanted 
to  present  the  following  concerns  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Han3gerBent  and  make  them  part  of  the  public  record  for  this 
project . 

Trans   Mountain  Hydro  has   'wo  water   rights   for   the 

generation  of  hydroelectric  power,  with  appropriation  datet 

f  March  1981.  Project  14316  has  an  absolute  right  for  206 

cfs.  and  project  14444  has  a  condltion.>l  right  for  450  cfs. 

Review  of   the  information  shows  a  signtfivant  reduction  In 

flow  between  Crcen  Mountain  Pesf-ivoir  an.1  the  confluence  of 

the  Blue  and  Colorado  Rivers  wli«»n  either  propocod  reservoir 

used  in  conjunrtion  with  Crcii  Hcuntain  Ri-setvoi  r  under  the 

propo'ied  River  Oi  st  r  let -Denver  Water  Board  Lease  arrangement. 

similar  reduction  in  flew  would  prcbiihly  take  place  under 

'V  PKChanqc  scenario  using  Cteen  Mountain  and/or  Williams 

trk  Reservoir  . 


Df  en 


^ill 


rly  affect 


T'lirj  reducti-^n  in  flow  will  redur 
oduccd  by  th'-se  projects,  which  wil 
le  economics  of  these  two  projeclG. 
gnificant  affec*  on  the  two  senior  water  rights  owned  by 
ans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp.  T'lerrfof,  Tr  .ins  Mountain  Hydro 
■  rp .  will  opc  T-.e  Any  exi.hang'"t  such  as  tti^sp  pt  opos'*d  with 
L;fcen  Mountain  and  'ir  Hi  1  1  i  ains  Fork  which  will  serve  to  reduce 
the  flow  of  the  Blue  Rivet  between  Creen  Mountain  and  the 


^^Q  4  Trans  Hountaln  Hydro  Corp  could  b*  lapscted  by  proposed 
'  '^  reservoir  operation*.  Reduction  In  flowe  on  the  Blue  RWer 
below  Creen  Mountain  Reservoir  could  reduce  the  ability  to 
generate  powsr  However,  the  FERC  licensing  docunent  for 
the  pcoJect{«)  recognizes  theC  the  project  Is  downstream 
froii  Green  Hounc.iln  Reservnlr  and  is  subject  to  fluctuating 
water  releeies  for  which  neither  the  Departnenc  of  the 
Interior  nor  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  would  be  responsible. 
Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp  has  a  direct  flow  right  but  no 
rights  to  the  waters  stored  by  the  United  St.itos  In  Creen 
Mountain  Reser/olr,  In  addition.  Trans  Mountain  Hydro  docs 
not  have  any  headwrtcer  benefit  arrangenent  with  the  Bureau 
of  Reclanatlon  and  Is  not  compensating  the  United  States  for 
any  such  headwater  benefits  It  might  be  realizing  In  the 
operation  of  Its  Blue  River  projects.  The  s.ihs  1 1  tut  ion 
contemplated  by  the  applicant  Is  a  su'is  t  Uuc  Ion  of  stured 
water  In  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  for  stored  water  In  Cteen 
Mountain  Reservoir.   (See  also  Response  to  CominenC  103-2). 

The  actual  legsl  effect  of  the  Muddy  Crf»eV  project  on  Trans 
Mountain  Hydro  d.-pends  on  the  outcome  of  legal  decisions  yet 
to  be  made  and  which  are  outside  the  scope  of  the  NEPA 
process.  Based  on  quantitative  analysis  (avall.ihle  through 
the  BL1  KremmUnj?  Resource  Arf'a  offire).  no  m.fttor  w)...r  r  he 
outcome  of  possible  litigation,  neither  the  ability  to 
substitute  water  under  the  proposed  substitution  agreement 
or  the  operation  of  Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp's  existing  or 
proposed  facilities  would  be  impacted  significantly. 
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confluence  of  the  Blue  and  Colorado  Rivers. 

I  appieciate  the  opportunity  to  make  these  comjnents 
Sincerely,    ^  ^ 


'/ 


/ 


Herbert  C.  Young 

President,  Trans  Mountain  Hydro  Corp. 


Response 
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z^ 


THI-STATB  GBfEXATlON  AND  TRAMSMISSION  ASSOCtATTON.  INC 


120-1 
120-2 
120-3 


IJOJt   Gt^ANt   STMter 
Hovmbac    7.     1988 


^0     so*   JJ<f9       OlNVe^.    €010^*00  iOIJJ       I30JI   4$1  §1 


Mr.    David    Ktkina,    Acta    nanagar 

Bureau    of    Land    Managenanc 

KraffidHnq    Rasoutc*    Area 

Bat    69 

Rtcnralinq,    CO    80499 

SUBJECT 


COMMENTS  ON  HOCK  CREBK/MUDOY  CREEK  RESERVOIR: 
Draft  Supplemantal  Env  I  Eon««ntal  Impact  Stace-weot 


D«tc  Mr.  Atkins, 

Tci-State  Is  sffectad  by  the  preferred  proposal  at  Muddy  Craek 
since  It  Involves  the  relocation  of  sppr o« ima cely  3500  feet  of 
our  230  kV  transmission  II ne.   Therefore,  -^e  offer  the  following 
points  to  Incorporate  Into  your  future  planning  efforts: 


Tcl-State  assu 


rill  pay  Cor  the 
Obviously,  we  will 
nd  construct  the 


IS  that  the  project  propo 

(ilssion  line  relocitlon. 
need   idequate   lead   time   to  engineer 
relocated  line  portion. 

Tti-State  has  no  problem  with  the  relocated  line  conceptually 
portrayed  In  the  docunent,  however,  we  aust  have  Input  Into 
final  siting  to  allow  for  transal salon  reliability  and 
naintenanca  access  consideration*. 

Trl-State  aaauses  that  the  relocntlon  in  the  document  Implies 
a  commitment  for  any  new  rlgftt-of-way  that  may  be  needed  on 
Federal  lands. 


ThanH  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comme 
ua  informed  of  the  progress  of  this  proposal. 


Karl  W.  Myers 

Senior  Envi  ronmental  Planner 


cc:  Virgil  Schafer 
Art  Mander 
Don  Shanfelt 


ts  and  for  keeping 


Response 


^20*1  ^'  ^^*  Nuddy  Creek  project  ts  approvad.  the  project 
proponent  would  pay  for  the  Cranaalislon  line  relocation 
discussed  In  Section  2.3.2.  The  cost  estlsata  presented  In 
Table  2.6.2  includes  these  coses.  Adequate  lead  tlse  would 
be   provided   Co   engineer   and  conscruec   the    relocated   line. 

190*9      "   ^^*  Muddy  Creek  project    Is   pervLccad,    direct   coordination 

"^         ^      betveen   the   project    proponent,    proponent's    engineer,    the    BLN 

•nd      Tri      State      will      be      established.    It    is      expected      and 

anticipated      that      Trl      State      will   be      directly    involved    in 

final    sLclng  of   the   relocacion. 


120*3      ^^*    TZ\%    analyzes    the    power    line    relocation    and    will 
facilitate      the      relocetton   across    federsL    lands.       The    owner 


of    the   power    line,      i.e. 
relocacion. 


Trl   State,    will   need   co   apply      for 
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Response 


KiRKLAND  K  ELLIS 

CfKiooOmc.                   C*-.»  C«i.»ao  a0301                   .v.^«<.*i  ome« 
Cr>«M*  <«•«<«••  MSOt                       '                                xiFain.»^0«  DC  :COOS 

r«  CM -v-^tt.  O.-.C.            -love-izer  ::,  ;9a8 
103  ]«i-  J009 

v:.%  rEaE?AL  i:<r?sss 

Jerrv  =:.  Schnidt 

rorest  5ucerv].sor 

:ioutt  :ia  =  ional  ."or-at 

29597  West  V.S.  JO,  Suits  :0 

St  =  ir.tcjc  3  =  ri.-.?3,  :C   lOJa* 

ne:   SuroLenenta:  Draft  £nvl r-annenta  I  Inpact 

Statement  -  Rock  Creek/Muddv  Cree<  Reservoir 

Dear  Mr.  Schmidt: 

This  letter  sets  forth  a  number  of  ccmjnents  of  the 

Daniel  L.  Ritchie  Corooration  on  the  August,  1918 

Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Inpact  Stat-T^ent  COEIS'l 

for  the  Rock  Cr»ek/Mu(idy  C:»ek  Reservoir.   We  aopreclate  the 

opportunity  to  review  and  ccmment  on  the  DEIS  for  this 

Important  project. 

I.    The  surjnary  of  the  DEIS,  at  paqe  11,  states 

that:   "As  a  consequence  of  the  proposed  action,  the 

Secretarv  of  the  Interior  (through  the  Bureau  of 

Peclamation)  would  be  required  to  execute  an  agreement  which 

would  provide  for  water  enchanqes  between  a  prooosed  new 

reservoir  and  Green  I'ountaln  Reservoir."   The  Unit-d  States 

has  not  acknowledged  «ny  obHq^tion  to  allow  exchanges 

121-1 

between  Green  Mountai.i  and  any  procosed  new  reservoir. 

Although  Denver  has  requested  approval  from  the  federal 

district  court  In  Case  »os .  2782,  501S,  and  5017,  and  from 

the  Water  Judge  in  Mater  Division  No.  5,  Case  »os .  STC^iTS, 

et  seo. ,  the  United  States,  together  with  a  nunbcr  of  other 
parties,  has  opposed  these  applications.   Whether  the 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  obliged  to  permit  such 

exchanges  Is  a  question  for  Judicial  resolution  and/or 

Congressional  action,  and  should  not  be  assumed  In  the  DEIS. 

7-27 
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121  2 


121-3 


121-4 


121-5 


J«rry  E.  Sch*ldc 

NovcTber  23, 

1986 

Paq«  2 

. 

The  eric? 

are  derl-eo  f 

ran  the  \:u 

sril/5i«  by  t 

he  ror»5t  S 

criteria  are 

raasonjble. 

sraneooinc  o: 

federal  =o 

:h«  proposed 

action  wnic 

alter-attves 

ire  orovidi 

suDol-/  to  '■.'le 

Denver  "^z 

lappLv  ro  --- 

t  v<^st*rr  3 

ob;ec-i--s  n* 

•=  te  limit 

settlenent . 

As  discuss* 

Denver  System 

wide  EIS,  a 

for  orovidmq 

an  interim 

lany  alternat 

ives  to  the 

Cr-et/iuddy  C 

re^V  pGserv 

lonq-ranqe  water  supply 

MRK.LAND&.E.LL1S 


ria  for  •valuation  o?  alternatives 
re-i^inffv  Cap  settlement,  with  no 
er'.'ice  or   3L;i  as  to  -whether  these 

achievable,  or  desirable  from  the 
llcy.   Tvo  crlncipal  ob}ectlve9  o( 
.1  should  guide  the  selection  of 
nq  a  snort-tem  supplemental  vater 
r-^colitan  arei  and  a  lona-term 
lore  needs.   'Iei,th»r  o:  these 
-d  by  the  .\:urfl-.a.-.dy  Oao 
d  at  lenqth  in  the  Metrcpolitan 

wide  ranqe  of  alternatives  exists 

•rfater  supply  to  t^e  frrr.^  rsnqe. 

IrwBffdiate  cons  tr-ict  Ion  of  the  RocJt 
olr  are  available  to  provide  a 
to  the  west  slope. 

3.  Specifically,  the  alternatives  selected  for 
detailed  study  do  not  Include  the  possibility  of  con- 
structing a  number  of  smaller  dams  In  various  locations  to 
accomplish  the  Biver  District's  objectives.   Vfe  note  that 
the  River  District  has  conditional  decrees  for  •  large 
number  of  water  storage  and  direct  flow  projrrts  (see,  e.g., 
the  District's  application  in  Case  No.  88CW85,  Water 
Division  Mo.  5) .   The  DEIS  does  not  explain  why  the 
District's  water  supply  objectives  must  be  met  from  a 
single,  large  reservoir,  an  assumption  which  severely 
restricts  the  range  of  alternate  sites  which  can  be  con- 
sidered . 

4.  Insufficient  attention  Is  also  provided  to 
the  consequences  of  the  no  action  alternacivo.   Althou'jh  the 
DEIS  states  that  the  River  District  would  have  to  initiate  a 
'variety  of  legal  and  institutional  proceedings"  relative  to 
the  windy  Cap  project,  the  viability  and  consequences  of 
those  alternate  proceedings  are  not  explored. 

5.  The  DEIS  assumes  that  the  1985  Supplemental 
Azure-Windy  Cap  settlement  aqreen'?nt  is  valid  and  enforce- 
able and  somehow  defines  the  obligations  of  the  United 
States.   The  DFIS  makes  no  mention  cf  the  fnct  that  this 
supplemental  agreement  has  boen  challenged  in  Case 

No.  85CW135,  Water  Division  No.  5,  a  case  which  is  presently 
on  appeal  to  the  Colorado  Supreme  Court,  Case  No.  8BSA321. 


121-2 


121-3 


The  purpose  of  the  proposed  project  is  to  ■Iclgate  the 
Inpacta  of  the  Ulndy  Cap  project  vhlch  has  bean  constructed 
(See  Section  1,2.2  SDCIS) .  The  relationship  botwaan  the 
proposed  project  and  the  NatropoLltan  Denvar  Syataas  EIS  Is 
discussed  In  Section  1.2.3.2,  SDEIS.  This  conscLtutos  the 
short-tars  need  for  the  project,  as  distinct  froa  the 
purpose. 

The  screening  criteria  for  stternatlvas  consider  not  only 
the  covplax  and  lengthy  legal  actions  and  negotiations  which 
establish  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  project,  but  also  the 
resources  available  to  the  proponent  to  tapleaent  the 
proposed  action  The  altamatlva  selection  process  has  not 
been  Halted  by  the  Azure-Ulndy  Cap  Agreaaent.  but  it  aust 
be  recognized  that  the  Azure-Ulndy  Cap  Agreeaant  and 
Suppleaental  Agreeaent  which  provide  the  financial  basis  for 
the  proposed  project  also  rastrlct  the  range  of  options  for 
which   these   funds  can  be  used. 

The  range  of  alternatives  evaluated  In  tha  SDCIS  includes 
all  reasonable  alternatives  regardlass  of  Jurisdiction  as 
required  by  NEPA  and  the  screening  criteria  Insure  Chat  the 
alternatlvas  studied  In  detail  are  In  consonance  with  the 
purpose    and   need    for    the   proposed   project. 


The  altamatlva  evaluation  process  Included  consideration  of 
the  enlargeaent  of  s  nuaber  of  existing  saaller  reservoirs. 
An  evaluation  by  Hor r 1  son- Knudsen  Engineers.  I nc  (1986) 
Indicated  chat  this  alternatlva  would  not  provide  sufficient 
storage  at  a  reasonable  cost  (See  Section  222.1  SDEIS). 
Various  other  storage  projects  for  which  the  proponent  holds 
conditional  rights  were  considered  but  eltalnated  fron 
detailed  evaluation  for  the  reasons  cited  In  Section  2.2.2 
SDEIS. 
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121-4 


121-5 


The  No  Action  alternatlva  Is  Introduced  In  Section  2.3  SDEIS 
and  discussed  in  sore  detail  in  Section  4.2.  As  noted,  a 
no-actlon  condition  would  terslnate  the  Involveaent  of  the 
Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent  In  this 
application  for  a  Special  Use  Permit  or  R 1  ght -  of -Uay .  but 
the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  and  other 
Uesc  Slope  and  East  Slope  entitles  could  not  ternlnate 
efforts  to  find  a  seens  of  adequately  altlgattng  the 
potential  hara  to  present  and  prospective  water  users  wlchln 
the  Colorado  River  basin  In  Colorado  as  a  result  of  the 
Ulndy  Gap   Project    (see   Section  1.3.1). 

Consequently,  under  this  alternative  changes  to  the  existing 
envlconnent  of  the  region  would  continue  as  In  the  recent 
past  until  9uch  tiae  as  the  water  nanagenent  agencies 
Involved  could  coaplete  a  variety  of  legAl  and  institutional 
proceedings  related  to  the  adjudication  and  negotiations 
outlined    In    Chapter     1    0    SDEIS  Th«><«    proceedings    would 

Involve  additional  adjudication  under  Che  Azure-Ulndy  Cap 
Suppleaent  Agreement  of  March  29,  19S5  (Section  1.3  S)  Any 
attempt  Co  predlcC  the  outcome  of  these  proceedings  and 
assess  the  environmental  lapacts  that  night  result  would,  at 
this    tine,    be   purely   speculative. 


For  Che  record,  aspects  of  the  Azure-Ulndy  Gap  Sectlraent 
Agreemenr  Involving  notice  provisions  have  been  appealed  to 
the  Colorado  Supreae  Court  (88SA321)  and  have  subsequently 
been  withdrawn. 
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KIRKLAND4.aLIS 


Jerry  t.    Schmiic 
^iove^^tec  23,  l?83 
Paq«  2 

i.  :n  3  ivnllar  ve'.n  Is  th«  osumotloa  -nad*  in 

th«  -~:S  of  ihe  -■alLdlty  ot    t?>«  aivec  District's  la«s« 
i3re«-^ent  'It?".  **nver.   This  j^reemant  is  also  beinq  chai- 
lenqed  in  Case  Mo.  3?CVl'2,  Garfield  County  Clstrict  Court. 
TV.e  ?i'/»r  District' 1  /ater  riahta  apolications  for  the 
Cursiant  Pass  ?e»ecvoLr.  CaseNos.  9'7CW233  and  3TCW284,  have 
jlao  teen  occosed,  ..-.  =art  en  tie  beets  t.iat  t^e  District 
-.is  -ot  i  =  or^cri2t  =  c,  or  nay  net  acprocriate,  vater  toe    use 
;y  Denver.   :iuch  3i  the  malysis  In  the  DSIS  is,  ther*;oce, 
cased  jr.  a  =rccos^d  .-atar  use  .^htcn  -aay  be  dlaallcwed. 

T.    r-jrthermore,  t?*.e  DEIS  evaluates  the  etfectt 
ii    srocoiied  resarvoir  nceratlcns  on  "^hc  iaels  ot    th*  con- 
Jtramts  inoosed  =v  -he  ?lver  Clstr --cc-Oenver  Lease  aaree- 
ment.   This  aarsene-.t  ioes  lot  bi.id  the  United  States  or 
roracloae  the  Tor^st  3er-/ics  ^nd  the  BLM  from  considering 
alternative  reservoir  operations  (and  reservoir  si:esl  which 
Tiiqht  have  iewer  adv-rse  environmental  ccnsequences . 

9.    The  DEIS  does  not  discuss  the  risk  that  the 
■lability  ot"  this  project  would  be  destroyed  by  the  develop- 
lent  of  senior  conditional  water  rights  on  Muddy  Creek.   In 
iddltlon  to  the  DeBerard  Reservoir,  which  is  discussed  as  a 
potential  alternative  to  this  project,  a  number  ot     senior 
decreed  v.iter  riqhts  ^r-  held  by  the  Daniel  L.  Ritchie 

poritlon,  Colondo-'Jt-  Electric  Association,  and  others. 
Not  only  would  the  J-velocment  of  such  pro^-cts  eliminate 
the  reliable  yield  of  th-  Muddy  Cr'iek  Peservoir,  but  the 
C'jmulaclve  envlrcnrr^ntal  etfect  of  an  additicnal  major 
project  on  Muddy  Creek  would  be  considerable. 

9.    Conversely,  the  DEIS  does  not  .liscuss  the 
sibiUty  that  approval  and  conotructicn  of  th*  Muddy 
Creek  Reservoir  would  foreclose  opportunities  fcr  the 
development  cf  additional  proiects  In  the  Muddy  Creek 
ralnaqe,  even  pro]-cts  with  senior  conditional  water 
Ights.   The  United  States  may  well  decld'?  to  ''.eny  special 
se  permits  for  future  projects  precisely  because  of  their 
vjmulative  effect  on  the  environment  and/or  the  prior 
conomic  Investment  In  the  River  District's  Muddy  Creek 
eservotr.   This  is  a  potential  Irretrievable  commitment  of 
Qsources,  and  a  severe  e.Tternal  economic  effect  on  third 
parties,  which  should  be  addressed. 


^^i.A  The  scacus  of  actions  on  the  River  DlsCrLcc  •  Denver  Uacer 
Board  Uase  ts  aumarUsd  in  Section  1.3  7  SDCIS.  Following 
publlcacLon  of  the  SDCIS.  the  District  Court  conflnsed 
the  Rlver-Oenver  Lease.  The  water  rL^hrs  appllcaClon  is 
currently  pending  In  vacer  court. 


121-7 


121-8 


121-9 


The  USFS  and  BLH  have  not  been  bound  by  Che  eonstralncs 
taposed  by  the  RWer  District  •  Denver  tease.  The  lease  li 
viewed  ae  astabUshlni  Che  shore- ctr«  need  for  Che  proposed 
projecc  as  dlsclncc  fro*  the  purpose  of  the  project  (See 
Response  Co  Coeaenc  lll-l).  In  Che  preparation  of  the  DEtS 
and  SDCIS  a  varleCy  of  operaClonel  scenarios  and  proJecc 
alternatives  ware  considered  and  evaluaCed,  $o«e  were 
elldlnacsd  froa  datatled  study,  others  were  evaluated  tn 
decall  as  reported  In  Chapcers  2  0  and  4  0  of  both  the  DEIS 
end  SDEIS  This  evaluation  considered  alcarrvaclve  reservoir 
sizes  and  alCernatlve  reservoir  operations. 


Ic  Is  scandard  procedure  In  snalyzlns  a  proposed  wscer 
developisene  project  to  consider  senior  condlclonel  rl|hcs  on 
Che  scraaa  above  and  below  the  proposed  projecc.  Ic  Is  also 
accepted  procedure  to  evaluate  the  likelihood  of  developaenc 
of  those  rlRhCs  and  consider  only  those  rights  with  a 
sLgnlflcanc  potential  of  being  perfected  In  the  analysis  of 
a  proposed  projecc.  In  chls  esse,  che  asaessnenc  Indicated 
little  potential  for  perfecting  other  rights  on  Muddy  Creek 
above  Sice  C  In  a  manner  Chat  would  slgnlf Icanc ly  Impact  the 
yield  of  che  prooosed  reservoir.  The  possibility  of 
developaenc  of  s  larger  Muddy  Creek  project  below  che 
proposed  stCe  Is  evaluated  In  Section  2.2.2.3  SDCIS.  As 
noced.  che  proposed  project  sc  Site  C  would  noc  necessarily 
preclude  conscrucclon  of  a  larger  projecc  doimscreaa  ac  Sice 
A  or  A'  ac  a  Later  dace. 


See  Response  to  CoaaenC  121-8.  Approval  and  construction  of 
Che  proposed  projecc  on  Muddy  Creek  does  not  necessarily 
foreclose  opportun  1  c les  for  additional  projects  on  Muddy 
Creek.  If  a  requesc  for  rlghc-of  w«y  or  special  use  peralc 
were  received  for  another  project  on  Muddy  Creek,  its 
purpose,  need,  end  lapaccs  would  be  evaluated  considering 
che  condlclona  and  foreseeable  cuaulactve  effecca  at  che 
Clae. 
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121-13 


121-14 


121-15 


KIRKLANDA.ELLIS 

Jerry  S.  Schmidt 
November  22.  1988 
Paqe  -t 

13.    .VC  saqe  ^-35,  the  DSZS  states  that  one  pur- 
pose of  the  Muddy  Crsek  laservoir  -vould  be  to  orovide  for 
2,000  »cre-feet  of  'rfater  sucsly  for  the  :!tddls  Psrk  "'ater 
Conservancy  District.   'fcwever.  the  OEIS  ioes  not  ••■al-jate 
the  River  District's  ability  to  sucply  this  use,  ^iven  the 
District's  cbliqaticns  to  Denver  under  the  lease  aqroenent. 
\11  vater  jse  en  the  ''esc  sloze,  Includtrq  that  "guaranteed* 
to  :ild-ilt  ?\x'.,     -s  subordinate  to  Denver's  entitlement  under 
the  l«ase. 

11.  At  paqo  2-36,  Phe  DEIS  ilsc-jsses  the  pn- 
spects  of  providing  a  100  c.!.a.  jnd  150  c.f.i.  iir.inum 
str-amflow  in  Muddy  Cri-'<  and  the  Colorsdo  ?iver.   The  Rlv»r 
District's  applications  for  cordicional  water  rights  for  che 
Gunslcnt  Piss  Clud-iy  CreekJ  Reservoir  in  Case  'los.  a7C*./393 
jnd  9TC'.V234  do  noc  request  approval  of  water  use  for  this 
purpose. 

12.  The  DEIS  does  not  qo-inCify  Che  future  water 
demantj  for  the  oil  shale  Industry,  other  than  Co  jssune  a 
uniform  930  acre-foot  demand  over  tsn  months  of  the  year. 
How  .Tiuch  of  this  de-nand  can  be  Tiet  from  the  water  rights 
held  by  the  oil  5hale  developers?   when,  exactly,  will  these 
riqhcs  be  out  of  priority,  and  -hat  will  be  the  extent  of 
their  au<;:nentat  ion  requirements? 

13.  The  DEIS  states  at  page  2-35  that  all  private 
land  within  a  1,600-acre  area  should  be  acquired  'to  ensure 
equitable  creatncnc  of  the  landow.-iers . '   Without  rcre  infor- 
mation as  to  which  land  Is  Intended  for  acquisition,  and  for 
what  specific  purpose,  the  Corporation  cannot  evaluate  this 
proposal. 

U.    Similarly,  without  knowing  the  nature, 
extent,  and  location  of  "potsntial  concessionaire  opportuni- 
ties,* the  Corporation  cinnot  iqree  that  the  pc--er  of 
eminent  dcmain  may  properly  be  iiied  to  acquire  Ijnd  for  this 
purpose.   These  activities  could  very  well  occur  on  land 
which  remains  In  private  ownership. 

15.    The  effects  on  private  landowners  which  are 
dlscuss-d  in  the  DEIS  are  limited  to  loss  of  qraring 
capacity.   A  numbi.'r  of  other  serious   -conontc  consequ-nces 
of  the  proposed  reservoir  arc  given  no  ccnslderat ion 
whatsoever.   Tor  exanplet 


121*10  Supplying  this  use  la  Included  tn  che  bejeUne  hydrology 
(see  Section  2  &.7.L  SDCIS)  A  60.000  acre-fooc  reservoir 
on  Muddy  Creek  has  sufflclenc  yield  Co  supply  both  che  2000 
acre  feet  for  Middle  Park  and  che  requlreaencs  of  che  Denver 
leaaa. 


^21  "11   Court  approval  of  operational  releases  wa 
In  che  view  of  che  appllcanc,  necessary. 


oc    Incended 


121*12  A»«""pclons  concerning  a  fuCure  oil  shale  deaand  deal  with 
condUlons  too  far  In  Che  future  for  decalled  quancl  f  Icaclon 
and  analysis.  The  West  Slope  deaand  presencad  In  Seeclon 
I.'*.  7  3  SDCIS  Is  considered  reasonable  and  sufficiently 
decalled  for  coaperlson  of  potential  lapacCa  of 
alternatives. 

121*13       ^^*    *'*^    ^^'^    would   be    inundaced    by    a    60.000    acre-fooc 
^  '**        reservoir      ac      Muddy   Creek      Sice      C    is    shown   on    Figure    2.5    I 

SDEIS .  The  boundary  would  be  generally  around  the 
reservoir  perlaecer  abouc  200  feec  outside  of  che  MOO  foot 
elevaclon  contour.  However.  an  accaapc  would  be  aade  to 
acquire  any  saall.  1  solaced  parcels  chac  would  be 
undesirable  froa  boCh  a  landowners  and  reservoir  operacors 
polnc   of  view. 


121*14       Pctvece    concesalonalr»s 
ici      It       ^j^^      Chapter      2    0      FEIS) 


noc  be  used  ac  Muddv  Creek 
Is  anclclpacad  chat  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Oucdoor  Recreeclon  would 
manage    Che    caapground   and   other    reservoir    facilities 


121*15  «•  •ppreclace  your  c 
purcheie  price  of  t 
assocleced  wich   che    cr 


Mnt  Ic    Is      anclclpacad    chac    the 

land      would       Include       all       CDSCS 
sfer    of   water    rights. 
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121-19 


J«rry   E.    Sch«iat 
November    22.    19St 


«l  Th»    Inundacion    of    Imaared    n^adc-* ,    or    th« 

Ac=uisitlon    a:    »uc.i    -i«*<:ow«    jy    t^e    ?  1.  --er    Oi. strict    for 
otr.«r    purposes,     'ill    prevent    ^ne    :ri'.">c«    owrec    o(    that 
lind    Izzm    jsi.-o   exutir.c    ^ater    rishts    Jt    thetr    hlitorlc 
piac*   of    jsa.      ^«ter    ccur~    aosllcatlons    wlII   b« 
r-aulrrd    to    illo'v    rhanq»«     :n    -h*    rointj    "J    -l-.'»r»lon 
jnd    slscfrm    oi    it«    "o    -Jtrcr    l.tr<;«-       TM  a     is     jr.    ^-(pensi-/* 
ird    tlr-e-ccmun-.-:';    orTC^3«     /ntr-    -a-'    r*^^!:     :r    severe 
liaitaturs    rn    t^«    ji«   oi    vat*r    risnti    vnich    t.n«   ownar 
3C«a«ntIy   >n;oya. 

bl         T?^«   OITS    rsntJins    no    -ItscMSSton   of    tn«   effect 
-n    I    '. sp^crsr ■  1    r-ersll    r2-cM-?    Tr-ritisr.    rf    the 
acrumticn    *:    incortan-   .'neacc'««.    rasturv,    calvlnq 
;rc\.adi.    jc-'sst    :'.a;e9,    -■-•ili.-.os,     ind    ot.i«r    Jiciil- 
ties.       Caen    r>nch    r-auirT»    a    par--iri:lac    balance    between 
the    niincer    and    lype    3f    lt'/e«tocic .    the    amount    >nd 
location   of    trrl7ate'l   -tieadow,    pasture,    snd   calvlnq 
areas,     and    the    nur-ber    and    e-  =  eri.er:ce    of    enploye-s.       It 
Is     llVel/    that    loss    of    land    r-TJir«d    for    th-    Reservoir 
vLll    destroy    thla    e-.aztir.rj    balmc-,    ciuam?    scorcmic 
losses    far    beyond    the    per-acre    value    of    the    land    taken. 

cl         Other    rcnsequentlal    dainaqes    to    th-    Land- 
owners'   operations   have    not    been   considered,    such   «a 
the    Increased   potential    for    trespass)     livestock    loeses 
due    to    t^fft,     autcmoblles,     sr.d    ocon    gatesj    djraqe    to 
crops    and    haystacksi    poachtnq    or     fish    and    wildllfet 
noise    disturbance    to    livestock    durtnq    breed  I nq    and 
caivlnq,    etc.       The    ccnstructton    of    and    perminent 
recreation    activity    In    *nd    around    the    Muddy    Creek 
?rservotr   will    ciuse   v«ry    real    economic    losses    to 
aurroundinq    lando'^ners    ''hich    should    be    considered. 

d)  The   DEIS   does    not   discuss    the    Lnieace   on   the 
private    landowners'    -xistlnq   opportunities    Cor   hunttnq, 
snd    revenues   derived    from    licensir.q   hunters    on   private 
land,    which   will    result    frcra    the    disrupted    sutmer    and 
winter    ranqe    and   miqration    routes    of    deer    and    elk. 

e)  These    and    other    consequences    of    reservoir 
construction    on    surroundlnq    landcwners    should    be 
addressed    In    the    EIS.       Th-    staterent    that    the    purchase 
of    private    lands    -^l  U    fully    mltlqate    all    economic 
losses    to    the    landowner    Is    a   qross   oversimplification. 


^  2  1  '  1 6  ^*  eppreclaca  your  canine .  Baaad  en  the  CIS  teas'  s 
knowlad^e  of  the  area  and  the  ranching  situations . 
as  wall  as  the  general  aeonoalc  state  of  wastem  eattla 
ranching.  It  was  asaused  that  cha  purchase  of  land  at  a  fair 
■arkac  value  would  ceapenaate  for  lossaa  to  the  ranching 
operation.  The  Rlvar  District  will  be  vary  cognizant  of 
these  concerns  when  lands  are  purchaaed  to  provide  for  the 
reservoir. 


^9't«17  ^*  disagree  that  these  deaagea  would  In  fact  occur  with  cha 
nuddy  Craek  Altarnatlva.  The  caapground  will  be  saparatad 
f roa  private  land  by  Highway  40  and  aovaaant  around  tha 
reservoir  will  be  raatrtctad  Co  walking.  Because  of  the 
location  of  the  caapground.  It  la  doubtful  racraators  will 
danaga  private  lands  or  cause  aconoalc  losses  to  local 
ranchers . 


4^1  .Ift    As    dlscusaad    In    the    Recreation    section    for   Huddy    Creak,    no 
lA  lO    disruption   of   big    gaae    anlaals    that    would    affect   hunting 

would  occur.  Private  landowners  would  still  be  able  to  gain 
revanuea  froa  hunters  on  private  lend.  In  fact  the 
reservoir  aay  aake  this  fora  of  Incoae  even  aore  viable  for 
surrounding   landowners. 

121*19    A'    discussed    In   Responses    121U    through    12118.    we   question 
whether  econoalc    losses  would  occur  as   you  suggest. 
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Jerry 
Nove-nb 

Paqe  •> 


Schmidt 

23.  i9aa 


1%. 

the  conseoue 

ciWBunitv  from  the  rcrversio 
ranc.iina  land,  ir.i  iLnost  I, 
wetland,  to  a  reservoir. 


'for-over,  the  -EIS  omits  any  discussion  of 
si  sconcmic  -tTs  *nic-  vill  result  to  the 
■t    over  l.}0O  seres  of 
I  icres  ot  vildli;-  -labitat 
lot  cnl/  does  this  land 


suoport  I  sicnirlcant  -.jnber  -f  families  emoloyed  m  the 
ranching  business,  but  the  il.-ect  econcmic  benefit  to  ^rand 
County  ircri  the  ^urci-.ase  of  :*ed.  sucolles,  ecuirrnent. 
luiti-T  ip.c  flsninq  licenses.  Jroceries,  restaurant  -eals, 
■notel  rooms,  zasoline,  and  f.e  lue  nust  be  Jacttred  ir.to 
.he  rost-oeneiit  analysis.   tt  is    lar^elv  because  of  these 
economic  ieneiits  that  far?!  and  ranch  land  lucn  as  this  ts 

ider-d  Ko    be  of  'state  and  local  imoor-anc*."   While  the 
r\f^    cecreational  ase  ot    the  reservoir  site  -lay  -jenerate  a 

rjrt  '<lrd  j(    -ccritTic  tenilit.  It  must  b;  zlt^e-    jy  :I".J 

•xlstinq  revenues  to  the  ccmnunicy  which  will  be  lost. 

7.    At  paqe  ]-)8,  the  OCtS  says  that  tha  appli- 
cation of  the  Forest  Service  Chapter  30  procedure  to  ;iuddy 
CreeR  la  not  "required.'   While  this  .nay  be  true  in  some 
other  contexts,  the  3LM  may  consider  reouirlnq  the  main- 

cnance  of  minimum  streamflcws  below  the  Reservoir  for  the 
protection  of  stream  channel  stability  as  a  condition  of  the 
River  District's  permit. 

iw.    without  more  information  on  the  land  which 
will  be  acquired  for  construction  of  the  Reservoir  and 
iltlqstlon  of  environmental  Irpacts,  we  cannot  evaluate  the 
tatentent  at  paqe  4-l^S  of  the  OCIS  that  no  proolems  would 
be  created  In  substituting  bas*  property  required  for 
_..lstlnq  Forest  Ser-lce  or  ?L;i  -raiinq  a",  lof^ents,  or  that 
the  loSB  of  XUMs  from  federal  allot-ents  would  not  te 
significant. 

19.    The  DCIS  dlscuases  the  need  for  acquisition 
_f  a  large  amount  of  private  land  to  replace  lost  wtcland 
and  wildlife  habitat.   The  specific  land  to  be  acquired  is 
not  Idantlfled  In  the  OCIS.  and  there  Is  Iniufficient  dis- 
cussion of  the  effect  on  private  landowners  of  lost  qrailnq 
capacity,  loss  of  use  of  water  rights,  chanqe  In  the  balance 
of  overall  ranching  operations,  etc. 


121*20    *R*^"-  ""  i««*ci 

would  be  lost  bv 


he  aaount  of  economic  benefits  that 
reservoir.  The  recreational  benefits 
of  the  reservoir  would  far  oucwelgh  the  relatively  snail 
losses  that  would  occur  to  ranching,  especially  when  the 
purchase   of   private   land  Is  Included. 


121-21 


in>ll«  th«  BL«  did  not  r«quUt  an  .ppllcaclon  of  th,  For««t 
S*rvlc«  Ch«pC,r  JO  proc.dur,  to  Huddy  Cr««k.  a  ch,nn«L 
itabtlUy  analyilt  lultabl,  Co  cha  hydrologlc  and  hydraulic 
condition,  o(  cha  atraaa  uaa  caqulrod  Th 1  a  analvili  Is 
praaancad  In  Saeclon  4  4  3 . 2  It  vaa  concludad  chat  channal 
atablllcv  condlclona  undar  poat-pro]acc  condlclona  would  not 
ba  ll(nlf  Icandy  dlffaranc  Chan  undar  anlttlng  condition. 
If  anything,  thara  la  a  potanclal  foe  liaprovad  channal 
icablUcv  aa  a  raaulc  of  proposad  iilclgaclon  aaaaurap  luch 
aa  ca.oval  of  grating  and  planting  of  v.gacatlon  In  cha 
riparian  araa  (Saa  Sacclona  5  )  i  I  and  -iuddy  Craak 
alclgatlon  plan)  Thara  ara  no  Colorado  Uatar  Coniarvatlon 
Board  Inacraaa  flow  raqulrtaancs  on  Muddy  Craak;  houavar. 
cha  proponant  haa  cOBlccad  Co  a  U  cf,  (or  tnflou)  nlnliauia 
scraaai  flov  balow  cha  propoaad  daa.  Thla  raqulraaant  will 
ba    Includad    In    cha    par«lt. 


^^•f,09     "^^      affactad  ranchara   all   own  ochar  baaa   proparcy      chat      la 
*        *         aufftclant      CO     laalntaln     aalallng     Foraac      Sarvlca     or      BLM 

grailng   paralts. 

121-23  '^  ''  •"^1<:'P"«''  '•'•'  '•"  purchaaa  of  land,  for  uaa  In 
sldgaclon  vould  co«panaaca  landownara  for  tha  trua  valua  of 
choaa    landa  Tha    Rlvar    Olicdcc    and    BLK    ara    working    with 

cha  affaccad  landownara  ao  chay  ara  not  advaraoly  affaccad. 
For  a«aiapla.  an  Irrigation  dl»arilon  daa  for  ona  landownar 
would  ba  rapalrad  and  tharafora.  would  banaflt  cha  landownar 
on  hla  raaalnlng  prlvaca  land  tha  apociflc  landa  raqulrad 
for   altlgatlon  ara    Idantlflad   In   tha   FCIS    (Chaptar    )   0) 
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121-24 


KIRKLAND  6.  LLLIS 


Jerry  E.  Schmidt 
Nover.b'»r  n,  1989 
Page  7 


20.    Similarly,  the  DEIS  discuss-s  the  need  for 
ranoc  Inprovements  on  private  land  to  ir.cr»i5e  Its  carryir.g 
capacity.   Whether  fiese  tncrovements  would  be  ei'fccted  by 
cooperative  aoreerrents  with  the  landowner,  and  the  alloca- 
tion or  the  cost  or  such  incrovenents ,  is  not  discussed. 

These  comments  on  the  DEIS  are  not  intended  to 
e-tpress  the  Corpor  a  t  Icn  '  s  opco^i-ion  to  iht    construction  ct 
a  new  reser-'oir  on  Sock  Creek  or  ■^udd■'  Creek.   Bat.her,  we 
believe  that  a  decision  to  build  a  reservoir  oi  this  magni- 
tude should  be  made,  i:  at  all,  only  ar'ter  disclosure  to  the 
public  of  all  of  the  consequences  of  that  derision  and  full 
consideration  of  those  consequences  by  the  Forest  Service, 
3L;i.  ar.d  other  state  ard  :ederr^l  agercitis.   Although  we  have 
H':'-.  light?d  s'vsral  >:/  iefirier.ci?^  in  the  DZZ~  ,    this 
lettor  is  .-.ot  Intended  to  be  all-inclusive,  and  out  omission 
of  any  issue  does  r.ot  indicate  the  Corporation's  aqreenent 
with  the  evaluation  or  conclusions  set  forth  in  the  DEIS. 


We  would  be  happy  to  address 
rfith  you  in  more  detail. 


of    these 


Vezy^JcTuiy   yours, 
Charles    B.    white 


cc:      Daniel    L.    Ritchie 
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Glen  A.  Miller  and  Associates 
Consulting  Geohydrologlsls 


(303)245  9811 
(home)  (303)  245-4347 


■b«r    23,     I9fle 


Rr      J*rry    E      Scbaldt.    Forest    Supervisor 
Routt    National    Forest 
2«B7    V.    US      10,    Suite    20 
StcsBboat   Springs.    CO     60487 

Re:       Fock  Creek/Nud-ly  Creek  Supplen^ntal    Dratt    Envlronnental 
Impact    Stateaent 

Dear    Rr ,    Scbnldt, 

Thank    you    for    the   oppor t-inl  t  y   to   coowtnt    on    the    EIR        Hv    concerns 
about    the   effects  ol    the    proposed    Muddy   Creek   site    (tb«    Preferred 
llternatvie)    are    related    to    the  dlBlnlsbefl    water   quaUtr    that    will 
O'Tcur   downstream  In  Colorado.    In  cnntr^=;t   to   no  edver<«>  effects  or 
even   a    batternent    In    water    quality    If    the    Rnrk  Cre-k    Alterrstlve    wer. 
built.       Vlth    Kuddy   f.r"ek.    the    projected    Inrre^se    In    total    dissolved 
sjllds    'TDS)    In    the   Colorado    Slver    at    Caofo  during    low    flow  conditio 
Is   22    iii^/L.    which    16  coapnreble    to    Ibat    proje^-.te-l    by    to*    wicb    larger 
•Two    Foi  kc-    project.       Tbls    underscores    the    draiwtU    efferts   of 
substituting    300-^00   or    hUber    m^'L    Tf.    -nter    froa   PluJly   Creek 
Reservoir    for    diverted  90    ioo    ^/L   water    In    Dltlon-Creen    Hcuotalo 


K«s«r 

Ky   CO 


in-l    twnv    local    ronrerns   center    about    tbe    future    need»   of 
■unlclpai/ln.li^'.rl'*!    water    suppliers      to   obtain    water    directly    fros 
the    win    stea  during    periods   of    low    flow        Th's*    are    the    v*»ry   periods 
wbea    project    effects   on   water    quality   will    &«    greatest 

1    ur^e    you    to    look   carefully   at    tb«   cooparnblt    water -qual 1 ty  effect*. 
and    to   the   cuaulstlve    effe<-ts  r-I    tbls  and   o'.her    projects  on    the 
Colorado    River    in  Colorado   and    to  deny    periUs    for    the    Ku'Hy  Creek 
Pi"«ervolr        The    Inequities    Inherent    In    the   rnmblne'l   Coltu^i.Io    Plver 
Salinity    Control    Prn,^ra»and    h»ad««tfrs   dlv-relons    fall    heavily   on 
Mln    aten   us-rs    In    the    w^sfern    part    of    Colorado         DulHIng    Rock    Creek 
Reservoir    Instead    of    Nui.ly   Creek    will    be    a    *(ep    In    the    direction    of 
■inlalzlng  adverse  etlects  of   tb«se   Inequities, 

Xy   specific    coanents   on    the    EIS  ara   as    follows: 

Page   «-l2Q.    par     3:      This  repeats,    erroneously,    the 
statenent    In    the   original    draft    tbat    claim*;   *  .    no 

■easurablc  charig'>i  In  water  qijallty  in  the  Colorado  River 
86  a  result  ot  nti-.tr.jct  Inn  of  I^urtdy  Cteek  Po'^ervoir  •  Tel. 
on  pige  4-l."'9.  the  text  no'-s  a  -potential  ptoblea*  with 
salinity  at  the  R-iddy  Cre«h  •tite.  Also,  the  analysts  on 
page  4-130  and  4-131  recognlres  an'l  attespts  to  quantify 
Ucrtasts   In  salinity  caused   by   the   Muddy  Creek   project 


743  Hoflzon  Court  •  Suite  3  U.  PO  Box  60093  "  Gfand  Junction.  Coto^arfo  6 1506 


Response 


122-1     pi« 


of    ••Unity    cone 


<i   4    J    5    SDEIS 


l22*2  ^*  ■B^'*  with  vonr  cornnrnt.  Th«  word  'aeasur.ibls'  on  p  U- 
129.  parAgraph  3  should  read  'slgnlflcanc  *  Thli  change  Is 
noted  In  the  errata  lactlon  of  the  FEIS. 
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122-4 


Th«   t«bU  ofi  p«g«   4-130  l«  nnt  coQ«l«t«nt   and    l«  sovliat 
■l«l««<3tng.     la    tbat    tk«  03    ag/L    ((roa   Tabic   3   4   9>    Is  u«*d 
la    tha    iocl   Creak   aiulyala.    bw»    only    300    as'L    'froa  -h^tt'i 
l«  u«*4    tn    tba    Ruddy  Cf««k   analytla        Tsbl*   3*11    lndlca**s 
900   i^/L    7DS    Inflow  to   Ruddy  Cr»eb    (not    300).    wbl'-.b    Is 
analagoui    to    tba   63    ^'l   TDS    iaflow   to   Cock  Cr««k        Later 
tbs    tatt    u««a  *300    ae'L   TDS  as  a  '<*ananal*    sverags.    vitbout 
supporting    Inforaatlos        Ho*«v«r,    thin    In    ODt  «    raallntl': 
•stlastton   ol    TDS  undsr    tba   »^rst-ca««   condUtons  analy;*"! 
Th-    tfil.c-    'o    th^    r»^*(»o»i    undi>r    wntst      s?-    '  Iry    F-*>fIM' 
conditions  probably  •'111    ba  graatar    tbsn  500   ag/L.    not    lass. 
bacB'ina   of    Incrtasad  avaporatlon.    Incraasad   percantaga   of 
bans    flo«   uraua  snowsalt    In    the    rasarvolr.    ate        Iota    that 
ir    In  tba   Bock  Cra*k  snalysas   TPS  «ara  also  r*ducad   2/9.    tba 
outdo-   "OuM   no  doubt    r^^ult    In  bClUL  quality   -atar   at 
Caaao   than    undar   altbar   'no  actlOb'    or   cartalnly  und4r    tba 
Muddy  Craak  altarutlva 

Tba   rafarancas  to  tba  *Sbosbon«   Agraesent*   and   tha    langtby 
dlscusntons    In    Appandlx   E    a»tti    taantlons   advar^a  affacts   on 
MStar   quality   at   Caaeo.    altbougb  concern    Is    ralsad    In    tba 
tait   about    atfaets   of    raducad    lO"   flcs   on   other    rasourcas 
ThuB.    tha   discussions   and   conclusions    that    the    Shoshone 
Agraeaenl'ProJact    are    not    'functionally    eiul valenf    saj    bold 
true    for    legal    "rttar    rights    purposes    <P    £-3'.    but    an 
analysis  was    aadS  Of    tha  sf facts  ob    wAter    quality  at   Cameo 
of    'he    various  scenarios   th^t    "-re    conslder-d        The    leng'hy 
analysis    In   App*ndl«   E   only  supports   the    "no    Injury"    clause 
IB    the    *graa»»nt    Insofar    as    flo-s  ae    con-ern-d        Water 
quality    IS    never    ■aotlon^d    In    the   analysis        A   c.ir«=ory 
analysis   of    rare    lo>'-flOM  periods,    -ben    both    DVB  and 
doonstres    Instate   users   would    tend    to  draw  directly    froa 
tbs   rivar.     Indicate    (bat    sLjuil Lcaat  TTS    Inrreases    will 
occur   at  Caiaao   under   operation  of    tha   'Shosbona"    Agraeaant 


In 


quality  thai  a 
no  change  or  pe 
deny    paralts    fo 

Thank    you   again 


ry.  I  wrga  you  to  carefully  consider  tha  degradatlo 
eervolr  on  Huddy  Creek  will  cause.  In  coup, 
afs  an  iDproveBant  If  Pock  Craak  Is  butlt. 
Ruddy  Craak 


of     WB1 


oppor 


ly    to 


Sincerely.  , 


Dup     copy 


mile 
6LX 


P  0      Boi   68 
KranlUg.    CO     80499 


Response 


122*9  Th«  300  ag/L  TDS  raprssancs  a  'flow  w«lghc«d*  avaraga  vhlch 
la  cha  axpsctad  avarsga  concancraclon  for  water  stored  In 
Cha  Muddy  Ccaak  Resarvolr.  Huddy  Craak  has  vary  high 
aeasonal  vartaClons  In  TDS  and  flow,  with  vosc  of  the  flow 
occurring  during  April  Juna  at  fairly  low  TDS.  Tha  500 
«g/L  TDS  raprasants  an  arlthsatlc  avaraga  for  all  sanplas. 
regardless  of  tha  flow.  Uatar  quality  of  wacar  ralaased 
froa  Huddy  Craak  during  drought  conditions  Is  axpsctad  to  ba 
at  a  long  tern  average,  since  wacer  released  would  ba  wacer 
that  had  bean  scored  In  previous  waC  yaara.  Water  quality 
at  Rock  Craak  doas  not  exhibit  wlda  seasonal  variations,  and 
thus  an  arlthnatlc  avaraga  for  Rock  Craa<  la  slallar  to  a 
flow  weighted  avaraga.  The  300  ng/L  TDS  for  Huddy  Craak  Is 
a  flow -weigh cad  avaraga  which  raprasants  an  expected  av«rsge 
concentration  In  tha  reservoir.  Tha  63  ag/L  TDS  ac  Rock 
Craak  la  assanClally  tha  aaaa,  either  flow  weighted  or  tiraa 
walghtad.  Thus,  tha  use  of  300  ag/L  for  Huddy  Creek  and 
63  ag/L  for  Rock   Craak  Is  coaparabla  and  corracc. 

^22*4  ^"  analysis  of  tha  Danvar  -  Public  Sarvlca  Coapany  Shoshona 
agraeaant  was  undertaken  In  rasponsa  Co  coaaancs  froa 
several  federal  agencies .  The  egraanent  was  snalyzad  froa  a 
hydrologlc  point  of  view  considering  only  the  quantity  of 
water  available  as  a  result  of  tha  agreeaenc -  An  assessaant 
of  related  water  quality  Issues  was  noC  requested,  nor  was  a 
detailed  anvlronsental  lapacCs  assasaaenc  acteapCed  once  It 
was  dacaralnad  Chat  the  agreeaanC  was  noC  funcClonally 
equivalent  Co  the  proposed  reservoirs.  Your  coaiaent 
supports  our  analysis  of  cha  potential  lapacca  of  cha  Denver 
-  Public  Sarvlca  Coitpany  agraaaanC 
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0«r   31ri| 

In   rvfirtt    to   lh«  propoii'J   Mlrldy  Usaarvolr  If  you  kaop  my   rnnoh 

fros    rino'llnf,     I    irll  1    •ipvct    •     **lL]«n<«nt    to    f\n^    v^tor    th«    BKIDO 
■  n    th*    Purewu   of    nAolnoatlfn   tiv«   t>,«    rii'irhna   on    tho  Colo,    nlvnr. 
JuH    aouth   or   Kromllnf,    >lion  tlioy    .tonad    It    frcn    floo^tlni   oltli 
th*    Bl|    Thompson    Prnjoct. 
Tho    r.nchoi    srai 
T.d   Otr 

)toKlroya 
Carl    >'<rllni 


«ini«a   e.   niynor 


Response 


403.1  Undtr  the  nltigaclon  plan  th«  Irrigation  jysten  for  th« 
lower  one-half  of  tha  altlgatlon  area  will  ba 
rehabilitated  to  assure  adequate  Irrigation  capability. 
Rehabilitation  Includes  reconstruction  of  the  existing 
diversion  structure  and  Improvement  and  protection  of  tha 
existing  Irrigation  ditch  Thus,  tha  ability  to  Irrigate 
your  lands  will  not  be  Impacted  For  details  please  see  the 
final  Mitigation  Plan  available  at  cha  BLH,  Krennllng 
office. 
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A-1 


■  sin  teetene  vhj     th»  Foreet  Sar*lcr  erxl  theftLM  he** 
prepertd  inltlsllr  •  Suppleatntet  Drett  EIS.  the  (trst 
b«ln|  the  •tfdltlonal  dete  collected,  enalrai*  and  studtf 
piepared  aubsequefii  to  tssulni  the  draft  which  had  a 
direct  beerlng  on  the  selection  of  the  preferred  elterna 

The  original  draft  E15  did  not  contain  a  preferr 
alternative  which  la  required  by  regulation  on  all  EIS's 
and  which  la  now  contained  In  the  Supplemental  Draft  CIS 

NuBber  three,  the  Colorado  Rl>er  Uater  Conser«at 
District  Bade  lorasl  application  to  the  BLM  for  a  right- 
that  Is  larger  than  the  on»  In  the  orULn»l  draft  EIS. 
Enlarging  the  reservoir  will  Include  an  additional  2i.1 
acres  of  which  109  are  BLM-adi*!  n  l  a  i  e  r  e  J  land  and  138  acr 
of  private  land. 

Thank  fou. 

Hit.  JACKSON-  Arc  there  ani>  elected  officials  pi 
that  he>*  not  signed  the  sign-up  sheet  that  would  like  t 
speak^  All  right,  are  there  an)  elected  officials  prese 
that  have  signed^   ^r.  Needhaa. 

MR.  NECDKA^I:  Thsnk  fou  very  auch.  Mt  nane  i 
Needham.  I'a  chalraan  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of 
Grand  Count?-  I  •■  «l>o  tr|  c  e-pi  es  1  den  i  of  the  Colorado 
River  District  Boiird.  but  1  would  like  to  speak  tonight 
I  will  speak  tonight  only  as  A  fommmioner  of  Grand  Cou 
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The  proponent  of  the  project  obtlouslfls  the 
Colorado  Rl»er  District.    I  wint  to  speak  froa  the  r n  in  t >  ' 
crspectl'e.    I  realtir  under  the  r  1  r  e  uas  t  snc  t  s  It  is  hxr-l 
robablr  In  mj     position  to  6er»r«ie  [he  t-o.   1  will  ir. 
o  aake  t  hat  at  t  e«pt . 

To  peralt  or  not  permit,  sppirenllr  that  Is  the 
uestlon.   The  analrsls  has  been  completed  with  respect 
o  Rock  Creek  and  Huddr  Creek.   The  preferred  altprnoilve 
s  deteralned  b|  the  United  States  Forest  Service  Is  Muddr 
reek,  which  correlates  to  a  great  eitent  with  an  endorse* 
hai  Grand  Counif  has  preMounlT  aade  since  this  lies  In 
he  territorial  Halts  of  Grand  Counti,  Colorado. 

In  o(d»r  to  answer  the  question  I  Just  pr.^'l.  of 
ourae  »ou  fojka  have  to  look  nt   if-e  benefits.  cfn<e.|ueri(e 
egatlves,  however  jov    ••?  pul  l'.  -lih  respect  to  ihr 
reposed  project.   The  benefits  obvlomir  are  eton**'(ilc. 
he  negatives  obvl-^uslf  are  environmental  consequences  or 
fiv  I  r  onaent  a  1   lapar  t  a  . 

Juii  a  »er?  brief  Slstori  with  resi-ect  to  f.rand 
ountr  knd  the  precipitation  that  falls  there.    PougMv 
■  err   12  aonihs  half  of  0<ir  r  r  er  l  i  1  •  1 1  l  m  is  dl*etted  in 
he  front  Range  of  Colorado.    This  sKiiird,  of  owise. 
an?  rears  ago.   Owr  pretl[M«<i<^n  >•  rnu|hli  a  mlilion 
fra/f«*l  a  f»r  .         A  little  leas  than  half  a  •llllon  ac**' 
s  taken  out  of  nvi     count*  which  Is  lOU  percent  eonsu-iti. 
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Th«  HmHi    Crt«h  vrojact  la  the  flrit  •(fort  ••  far 
•■  I  know  of  In  an  octospC  to  |tc  water  back  In  th»  hl|h 
dralnag*  naar  wharo  tha  wattr  la  r«iie>t4.   I  wilt  tipUln 
tKat  in  Jaat  a  slnata. 

Graan  Hountala  Itaarvolr,  of  ce«ra«.  aa  a  result 
of  tha  Colorado  Bl|  Thoa»aoa  ayaca*.  waa  fac  on  tKa 
Vtat  Slo^a  jtiac  OLtal4o  otir  coonty  to  raplaet  watar  that  tha 
CIT  41*art«  to  tha  Eaat  Slopo.   That  h»»    worktd  aitrasalr 
wall  for  tha  Woat  Slopa  of  Colorado.   Howavar.  no  bancflt 
froa  Craan  Noantaln  haa  baan  abla  cs  coaa  about  or  occur 
abo«a  tha  cenflvanca  of  tha  Blua  and  tha  Colorado  Rl>ar 
baeaaaa  an  aicbania  upatraaa,  partlcolarlr  to  tha  Fraiar, 
la  iaaoaalbla. 

Huddr  Craak  will  allow  tha  Fraaar  qvaatlon.  of 
which  I'a  heplni  aoaa  of  you  ara  faalliar  with  -•  thar*  la 
not  tlaa  to  atplalri  it  --  Nuddr  Craak  will  allow  aonlaa 
froa  a  laaaa  that  tha  Colorado  Rlvar  Dlatrlct  haa  alined 
with  Danvar  aa  a  raaalt  of  Huddr  Craak.  aoniaa  to  |o  to 
aolva  tha  Fraaar  problaa.   It'a  a  two'sta^  procaaa. 

Conaaquantlr .  Grand  Countr  haa  to  hara  Hudd*  Craak 
In  order  to  pat  aoaa  water  in  tha  Fraaar.  if  reu  can  follow 
mf  corraLation  alont  chat  lino.  Ri|hc  now  there  la  no  we* 
wa  can  lec  new  water  In  tha  Fraaar  Baaln.  It'a  bean  tried. 
It  doaa  not  work.  Tharc'a  no  war  Grand  Coonty  partlculerlr 
can  afford  anrchlni  c ons t r uc t l on* 1 ae  up  there. 
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n 

1 

<•  •  r.mlt  o(  th.  D.n..r  Was.  «hlcli  )<••  batn  llin.d 

2 

tKat  »111  atlUia  .at.ra  out  of  doddr  Craak,  aoalaa  tro« 

3 

(hat  laaaa  can  aol»«  tha  Fraj.t  maatlon.   Ira..llii|.  ..>t 

• 

Grand  Coontr.  o.ar  tha  laat  thraa  to  (Ifa  raara  haa  ba.n 

5 

aconoalcallt  hit  aitraaalr  hard  >lth  tha  «HAI  ahaklnaaa 

i 

ao  to  apaak.   Thalr  aaplor'ant  haa  droppad  draitlcallT. 

7 

Loulalana  Pacific,  tha  baautlful  «af«r-board  alll 

8 

and  th«  9a>  •111,  tha  »av  ■111  no.  haj  bean  clo.ad  dO"" 

9 

for  about  thraa  raara.   Afrlcultura  tha  laat  thrat  to  flia 

10 

11 

tacraatlon  and  tourlaa  that  nuddT  Craak  <•  1  1 1  pro'lda 

12 

»111  iKa  Iraaallni  and  voac  Grand  CogntT  •  fantaatic  shot 

u 

la  tha  ara.   Grantad  thara  •111  ka  a  .arj  ahort  jpurt  vlth 

1« 

raapact  to  conat mc t 1  on .   I  dlacoanc  that. 

15 

Tha  racraatlon  and  tourtaa  that  Huddr  Craak  vlll 

1« 

protlda  »lll  ba  a  traaandoua  banaflt  to  our  countr  and  at 

17 

far  aa  I'a  cencarnad  tha  Waat  Slopa  of  Colorado. 

18 

Tha  Gofarnor  of  tha  Slata  of  Colorado  haa  andoraad 

19 

Maddr  Craak  aa  a  partial  aolutlea  to  aolvo  tn    Intaria 

JO 

clrcuaatanca  «nh  raapact  to  tha  front  tania.   Tha 

21 

an? Ironaantal  lapacta  aa  far  aa  I'a  concarnad  ha».  baan  *ar? 

22 

?3 

ulth  raapact  to  tha   conatructlon  of  tha  raiar»olr. 

2> 

O'arallMuddi  Craak  banaflia  ua.t  Grand  Countr. 

n 

aaot  Crand  Countr,  tha  Uast  Slopa  ol  Colorado,  and  accordlni 
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te  tke  Co««ra*r  the  •Mitr*  Siet«  «(  Colorado. 

I  ask  that  yav  rltaa*  aitan^  fatorakla  ceail4er«tio 
to  tha  nmiir    Crt*k  yrojtci  »»4    1ib«*  the  yarslta  Chat  tra 
nacaasarr  tKat  will  allow  this  fr0tosa4  yrojact  ca  ktcoaa 
a  reality  for  the  kaaaflt  of  tka  State  of  Colorado. 

Thaak  yea  forr  auch. 

HI.   JACISON:   Thank  jom,     fir.  Neadhaa.   Any  of  tha 

All  rltht.  «a  will  |o  4o«a  tha  Mat  now.   Nr.  Fh 1 1 
HcCrwry,  Colorado  Troit  Uollaltad. 

MR.  neCIUITi   nr    aaaa  la  rhllllr  PtcCryrr.   I  •■ 
aa  attornar  !■  J>»Hv»r.       I  Ka*a  ra»r«aaatad  Colorado  Troet 
Unllalttd  for  akout  two  r«*ra  In  this  project  and  In  tha 
coaraa  of  that  I  have  gotten  to  know  a  great  aanr  of  jom 
la  thla  rooa.  worked  with  jo\t. 

I  ha«e  a  (oraal  ttateaant  addressed  to  the  Forest 
Service  and  Bvrtati  of  Land  Nanagaaant  which  I  would  like  to 
read.   Tha  ■tataaanc  la  •■  short  aa  lawyara  ara  able  to  do 
these  aorts  of  things. 

Thank  jov     (or  the  opporcunitf  to  appeer  and  provide 
coaaanta  on  behalf  of  Colorado  Trout  Unllalted.   Aa  aany 
of  roe  hare  tonight  tra  aware.  Colorado  Trout  Unllalted  has 
^••n     Involved  In  this  project  for  several  fears,  ei pressing 
Its  views  and  concarna  as  tha  EIS  process  has  unfolded. 

Ve  «l«w  tha  proposals  under  consideration  tonight  aa 


A*  2    Thank  you  for  your 
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1 

•  l|iil(lcsiill>  ilKftrinc  (to>  tht  proposals  un^or  coniUeritUi. 

2 

•  roof  (ltd  •  half  aio  whon  v»  ••<•  our  toot  pokllc 

3 

•  ppoaranco  bafor*  tha  Colorailo  ll?ar  Watar  Coaacrvatlon 

I 

Dlatrlcl.   Va  thlok  tha  projact  aaphasia  has  chaniad 

5 

bacaaaa  tha  tlvar  District  and  tha  sany  a«anclaa  ln*ol*td 

i 

7 

to  haar  tha  public's  concarn  obooc  a  rssartoir  on  Rock 

S 

Craak. 

9 

Va  kallaia  that  tha  oo*aasnt  (roa  tha  Rock  Crack 

10 

11 

aa  a  pralarrad  altarnaclta  la  ona  ol    tha  baat  4s«ons t r a t 1 ona 

13 

of  cooparatlon  and  a|ancT  lanaltlrltr  to  pgbllc  and 
aclaflilflc  concarns  that  Colorado  haa  saan  In  a  lon|  tloa. 

11 

>s  a  rsauU.  Colorado  Trout  UnUsltad  >anta  to  u«a 

li 

this  public  coaaant  opportunltr  to  thank  tha  aanr  atcnctct 

l« 

and  thalr  fltaffs  for  thatr  cooparatlon  and  thatr  thaufhtful 

17 

ie 

accaaa  ta  sclanclfle  data  and  aaalatanca  fros  paraoana) 

n 

ulthln  tha  Forast  Sarrlca.  tha  Oltlalon  of  Wlldllfo.  tha 

n 

SLP1.  Iha  U.S.  riah  and  Wlldllfa  Sar*tca.  and  In  particular 

J' 

tha  Colorado  Rlrar  Watar  Conaar>atlon  Dlatrlct. 

a 

Ua  aapaclallt  «ant  to  coapllaant  Nr.  Da<a  .larni. 

n 

tha  Rl<ar  Dlitrlct'a  ProMct  Cnplnaar.   Durlnp  tha  paat  18 

« 

farwas  with  Mr.  Harplt  to  dabata  tha  proa  ss^  cons  of  Rock 
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Creek    eit^    ttm44f    Creeh    bbJ    tie    hea    keen    aore    then    gener 
wltb    hla    private  t  lac    as    Mall.       Oerint    all    of    ear    tlaa 


al. 


Colorado  Treat  Unltalced  kollevea  that  It  la  tKla 
aplrlt  and  thla  la*al  af  prof eaalonalla*  which  haa  raaulted 
la  thla  project  aevlai  froa  lock  Creek  aa  the  praforrad 
alternative  to  Hoddf  Creek  aa  the  preferred  altaraatlve,  and 
we  want  to  applaad  thla  proeeaa  and  ceapllaeat  all  of  the 
agenclee  ead  people  tavolved. 

C.T.U.  haa  aovar  agreed  that  there  la  e  preaeat, 
proven  need  for  a  raaorvolr  oa  lock  Creek  or  nuddf  Creek 
la  order  to  aer*a  Veatarn  Slope  vater  naeda.   Wa  do. 
howav ar ,  raeognlxo  that  thla  alaa  raaarvolr  can  plap  a 
algilf ionc  role  In  the  aetropellcaa  Denver  water  aupplr  ■■ 
part  of  an  altaraatlva  to  the  conatructlon  of  Two  Ferka 
Daa. 

Accordlnglr.  In  oar  laat  pabUc  appearance  In  thla 
aaCtar  to  atata  oar  oppoal t Ion  to  the  conacrvctloo  of  a 
raaarvolr  on  lock   Creek,  we  eipreaaed  our  wlUlngnese  to 
cooperete  In  the  Haddr  Creek  alternative  and  to  aerve  aa 
a  apaarhaad  for  the  davolopaent  of  e  tall water  flthery 
and  recreavlonai  accaaa  around  the  Muddy  Creek  lea«r*olr. 

We  want  publicly  to  repeat  that  ceaaltaent  here 
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tonight.   Thank  yoa  for  the  opportaalty  to  appear. 

HI.  JACISOR:   Thank  yoa.   Any  of  the  panel  aeabers 
have  any  quaatloaa?   Thank  yoa  very  auch. 

The  nait  paraon  Hated  la  Ult  Cappaai  la  that 
correct? 

HI.  lAPrUS!   That'e  correct.   I'a  Ull  leppua  and 
I'a  alao  the  Eiacatlva  Director  of  the  Colorado  Uater 
Reaoarcea  and  Power  Davalopaenc  Authority,  but  I  would  like 
to  |lva  yea  ay  hoaa  addraaa  becauae  I  would  like  to  apeak 
aa  a  prlvata  cltiian  tonight.   That  la  10920  Park  langa  load 
In  Llttletoa. 

I  have  been  recreating  on  Huddy  Creek  in  the 
drainage  probably  for  a  little  over  the  paat  decade  and  I 
can  tall  yoa  the  fishing  potential  of  a  reaer*elr  In  that 
area  I  think  la  algnlClcant. 

X  have  caught  a  lot  of  big  flah  In  the  haadwatira 
and  I  have  alao  cagght  a  lot  of  flah  In  the  Colorado,  and 
It  aeeaa  ta  aa  that  with  a  raaarvolr  In  that  location  It 
would  have  a  treaandeaa  lapact  oa  claanlng  up  what  I  would 
eonaldar  a  vary  aarloua  non-pelat  pollution  lead  to  the 
Colorado  liver  bocauae  aany  a  day  I  have  left  Littleton 
with  ay  klde  and  we  drive  ell  the  way  out  to  Ireaallng  onlr 
to  (lad  there  waa  a  ahowar  and  that  the  whole  Colorado 
liver  la  floating  down.   Then,  of  courae.  wo  flah  at  so«e 
other  fishing  facility  in  that  part  of  the  world. 
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I  •!••  hat*  a  lat  mt    Irimmda    tliara  tkat  I  tfacfhaai 
aa4  alk-liMat  villi  la  ikat  4ralaaga.  aa4  I  caa  tall  yaa  tkat 
tha  aeaaaatc  ^••m    that  111!  Naadhaa  naa  tatklai  akaat  t* 
raallr  4aa»aratalf  amm4»4    la  that  yart  a(  tha  «arl4. 

I  thlak  ovarall  tfm   •  staa^talat  af  Cha  aflrit 
a(  caa^araclaa  tkat  eh*  Na44y  Craah  prajact  ra^raiaata 
from    tha  ataa4palat  af  aalvtag  t>rci>llf  Fraat  laa|a  waiar 
aaada  aa4  Vaacara  Sla»a  .acar  aaa4a.  I  «la»  thla  yralact  aa 


Qaaatlaaa  fraa  tli 


Thaak  raa. 

HI.  jACISONi   Thaak  r*«  ^•ff    > 
^aaalt   Nr.  Chita  larry. 

HI.  BAlITi   Thaak  r*«>   Nf  aa»«  la  Haalat  J.  larrr. 
M-a-a-l-a-t  l-a-r-r-T.   I  a«  liacatl**  Otracter  af  tha 
Calara^a  Dayaracaat  af  Nataral  Raaaarcaa,  HIS  Sharsaa 
Straat.  Daavar.   I  aa  hara  rayraaaatlaa  tha  Ga«araar  aatf 
tha  Dafartaaat  af  Nataral  laaaarcaa  •(  which  tha  Dltlalae 
of  Uil«ll(a  la  a  »art. 

rirat  I  vaal4  Ilka  ta  caa^llaant  tha  fa^aral 
aiaaclaa  aa  a  naw  at  ?!•  »o4l«f*.   Thla  «ay  If  I  4roel.  aa  1 
altaa  4a  in  EIS  haarlata,  It  »aa't  rala  af  thaaa.   I  vUl 
ha  char|a4  with  avaperatlfa  laaaaa  aa  I  klow  hot  watar 
otar  caol.  bat  tkat'a  okar. 

Z  kava  alt  ralatlvaly  brlaf  polata  ta  aaka.   Flrat 
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af  all.  wa  walcoaa  yrafaratloa  of  tha  a«»»Ua«atal  EIS 

aa4  aarrort  Ita  4«al|natlea  a(  tha  60,000  acra/foat  nu44r 
Craah  aa  a  rro(arra4  altaraatlta. 

Saeaatflr.  tha  aapplaaaatal  CIS  4oaa  •  eaa»atant 
Jak  af  aaalr*l*t  lapaeta  af  tha  Had^r  Craak  aa4  aaiaaatlni 
altlgatlaa  apclaaa  chat  waali  prava  af(actt«a.   Va  thlak 
that  tha  4raft  EIS  •n4    aa»»laaaat  ha«a  4oaa  a  thareath 
an4  atfa^aata  Jek  of  dtaclealai  aavlronaaatil  lapact. 

Thtr4.  altliatlaa  will  aat  ka  alapla.  k«C  I  think 
avaryke^r  !•  thla  precaaa  la  lataai  oa  4aai|NlB|  aa4 
carrylai  aat  altlftlaa  aaaaaraa  that  will  wark.   Tha  raaalt 
will  ha  a  NB44f  Craak  prajact  that  parfaraa  wall  with 
alalaaa  lapact  to  tha  natural  aatlranaaat. 

Fifth,  tha  nu44f    Craak  will  play  aa  laportani  part 
la  profldlag  watar  to  tha  Daavar  aatrepolltan  araa.   That'f 


Slapa  aa4  tha  Waat  Slopa,  It  kaaaflta  tha  iMar  Dlairtci 

Taa  alwara  haar  ahaat  wla/win  allaatlona.   Thla  !■ 
ana  af  thaaa  rara  thlnia  that  all  wa  karaaacrata  alwayo 
leak  far.  mm   wa  whelahaar ta41y  aapport  that.   U«  aappart 
tha  prapar  paralltlaa  an4  canatractlaa  of  tka  prajact. 

Laatlr,  tha  alith  palat  la  ay  4apar«aaat  la  ffatural 
laaaarcaa  aa4  It  laclatfaa  tha  Vatar  Ceaoar«allaa  Iear4  and 
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chsDlflsloa  o(  Ulldllfe  end  Division  af  Perks  sn4  others. 
We  «ill  coopvrste  fully  with  the  Rl*er  District  for  the 
proper  peraltttnt  of  Maddf  Creek. 

Ml.  JACISOW:   Thoftk  jov.       Anf    questions  of  Mr. 
Berrr?   Hiss  Ruth  Bcckler. 

.MS.  BECKLET:   Mr  neae  Is  lluth  Beckltr  and  I  ll<re 
in  Littleton.  Colorsdo. 

Neerlr  t*'0  f*»T»     eio  I  beien  contacting  ptioplc  In 
the  Dock  Creek  srea,  hikers,  hunters,  flaheraen  and  woaen, 
trstl  riders,  advlslnt  thea  of  the  proposal  to  dsa  Che  strci 
I  wrote   letters  to  the  supervisor  of  Routt  Nstlonsl  Potest 
end  asked  those  I  contacted  to  do  the  saae.  outllnlni  our 
objections  to  daaalng  Rock  Creek. 

On  behalf  of  arself,  my     faallr.  and  the  aanr  people 
who  adalre  all  the  attributes  of  Rock  Creek  and  the  area 
surroundlni  it  and  find  there  true  recreetlon.  I  wish  to 
to  express  appreciation  to  all  those  responsible  for 
rccoaaendlng  that  Bock  Creek  not  be  daaaed. 

Thank  fou. 

MR.  JACISOR:   Thank  rou.   Anr  questions* 

I  have  one  other  speaker  listed.  Mr.  Cregl  Hobbs. 

MR.  HOBBS:   I  «■  Cren  Hooba.   I  aa  principal 
counsel  for  the  Northern  Colorado  W.ter  Consertrancr 
District  and  aunlclpat  subdlstricta  of  the  Northern 
Colorado  Ueter  Conservsncy  District. 
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1 

I  want  CO  brtrii  to  too  th«  tndortoa.nt  of  our  Board 

2 

of  Olroctera  and  our  ■anaiaaant,  1r  .  Larry  Slapaon,  aanaitr. 

3 

for  tha  60.000  acra/Iooc  Huddr  Cf-ah  laaarvolr  and  asH 

I 

that  all  fadaral  aiandca  liaoa  a.l  nacaaiari  rl|hts-o(- 

5 

waT  and  approval  and  aak  that  tha  stata  adanclaa  do  Ukawlaa 

6 

7 

vlth  thalr  aothorlt?.  Includlnt  401  cartlflc.Hon.   I  knov 
tha  foda  okar. 

8 

It  la  terT  laportant  that  tha  Mudd?  Craak  projacc 

9 

■0  forward.   It  18  tha  culalnatlon  of  tha  1980  naiotlatlona 

10 

batwaan  tha  Dortharn  Colorado  Uatar  Conaar.ancr  District'] 

11 

■untclpal  aubdlatrlcta  and  tha  Rlvar  Olatrlct  and  othaf 

1? 

Ua.t  Slopa  antltlaa. 

U 

Tha  HuddT  Craak  .111  not  onlr  P'oflda  a  sironi 

lu 

racraatlonal  baia  for  Grand  Cowntr  on  tha  u.ti  Slop,  but 

15 

a  watar  }lald  that  can  ba  uaad  In  coablnatlon  with  othar 

16 

ailattni  facllitlaa  to  trr  to  aaka  aailaua  cooparatl*. 

17 

uaa  batwaan  tha  Dan*ar  Uatar  Board,  tha  Northarn  Dlitrtct 

19 

and  tha  ll.ar  Olatrlct. 

19 

Wa  think  tha  projact  la  In  tha  pwblu  Intarit  and 

JO 

wa  hopa  tha  Corpa  o(  En|lnc.tl  will  find  It  lo  and  that 

!< 

tha  Forait  Sar.lca  and  th.  BLN  .ill  laawa  tha  n.caoar. 

2! 

paralta. 

2} 

I  do  aak  for  tha  chanca  to  aubalt  coaaants  bt  tour 

?• 

Ko.aabar  22nd  data  mat  furtftar  aapUfi  our  andoraaaanl. 

25 

Both  of  our  aniltlai  ara  pollilcal  subdl'lllona  of  the 

1 
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St«t«    ot    C«tora4e . 

ni.  JaCCSON:   Air  luvstlons  of  Hr .  Hokka* 

Nl.  HAll:    I  woul4  Uk*  to  cUrlfr  tKat  th«  c  1  o  •  I  a  | 
4*t«  \9    Novoakvr  }9tK. 

ni.  KOIBS:    Thsak  TOi.   Thrtt  ttcr*  dars  l«  all  I 
"••<.    I  lac  an  »ataftal««  •*»<!  ■fUti'i  t*en  ask  for  It. 

HI.  JACISON:    I  ha>o  no  othor  apaaktra  on  tha 
Uat.   la  thvra  anyona  tlaa  praatnt  who  «o«H  Ilka  to  aaha 

Tha  lantlaaan  tn  tha  back.  «ovM  rou  coaa  and  al|n 
in  rlaas*. 

nt.  SANDS:   That'*  what  I  |«t  (or  coslni  lata. 
For  theaa  e(  rea  «ho  don't  kHo*.  ■• .  I'm    Jo»  Sands  froa 
Suaatt  CosMCr  —  carlainlv  not  •  w«t«r  »ip«rt  on  any  lavcl 
of  atyartla*  that  tha  «raac.  iraat  Hobba  la.  but  on  tha 
sthar  hand  a  bit  ol     a  «atar  acci*lfc  who  do«*  raad  tha 
airaaaanta  that  ara  itinad  and  thosa  kind*  of  thlnfi  Ilka 
lock  Craak  and  Huddf  Craak  CIS'*  ara  batad  on.  and  tha 
problaa  I  find  froa  tha  Suaaic  Coanty  attltuda  --  froa  tha 
Suaalt  Countr  altltuda  and  atcitwda  of  watar  tvfplj     la 
that  wa  ha*a  a  IT-paga  docwaant  hara  that  baiicallf  In  tha 
chraa  or  four  praatntatlona  chat  I  ha*a  aaan  of  it  In 
Suaalt  Countr  not  onca  haa  thla  docuaant  Itaalf  bean  passed 
out.  baan  ion*  e*ar  pas*  by  pag*  ••  to  how  it  aftacca 
Suaalt  County. 
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1 

tl  I  r>s4  Tear  lock  Cr«<k/Ku<l4>  Crf>li  CIS  lh>r< 

2 

an  a  lot  o(  |ood  thlnii  In  tho  MuJiIt  Crook  foraal  of  that, 

3 

tKoro  a, thi.,.  >h.c  It  occo.ollah...  k.t  th.,.  . 

< 

! 

ooao  oeaalkl lit laa  If  roa  don't  tla  thoa  In  rlfht  vlth 

6 

tho  othar  a|r aaaana ,  t Ka  Craon  NouAtalo  Raaarvolr.  tha 

7 

lOKOr  Bloo  bat.aon  OlUon  and  Croon,  tho  lo>or  tUr  liafoon 

8 

Croon  ond  ino  ColoroOo  tKor  .111  all  luMor. 

9 

Ho.  It  haa  boon  ololol  on.  oo'U  »ork  ihooo  out  ond 

10 

It'a  alatad  In  Ihara  that  oa ' 1 1  work  thaao  out  Into  on 

11 

atraaaanc  ohara  •o'll  bo  antlaflad  to  tho  aailaua  Ilov 

'3 

that  la  aeaalblo  to  ao'o  tho  rioorlon  habitat  an4  to  ao*o 
tho  (lahorT. 

Conllonon.  If  too  1 poroli  thol  ihoold  not  bo 

A-8    ' 

0  lonorol  ololononl.  thol  ahooU  ba  crllorlo  Ihot  la  boln| 

16 

aat  In  thla  feraat.   Too  ofton  In  Suaalt  onO  Crond  Countloo. 

;7 

to  oooto  John  Nlcholo.  tho  Zooiletoo  ho*o  oulnoaborod  tho 

1) 

19 

I  thiab  .0  ho'o  to  chonio  aoao  of  thot  ollltolo. 

!0 

I  think  .0  hoio  to  aaba  a| t aaaana  t ha t  look  01  tho  olhor 

A- 9 

tho  Donfor /Suaalt  CoontT  airooaont  ana  loik  ot  oil  tho 

othoro  ono  toko  Into  offoct  how  thor  Inlorralota.   Quito 

honoilt  1  Oon'l  loo  Ihot  oil  Ih.i  i>  occoanio«  for  In  to" 

CIS.   I  think  ihoro  oro  ooao  aliliailn,  c 1 r caaat ancoa  Iho.o 

1 

A*8  *"^    paraU    or    rt<hc    of    way    laiuad    vould    not    ba    a    ganaral 

tcacaaanc  Spaclftc    crlcarla    to     Ineluda    any    alCl|aelon    and 

•onlcerlni   raqulra»onca   will    ba    Ineludad. 


A*  9  A    wtda    ranK«    of    ralacad    laauaa    and    a||raa»anca    la    cenaldarad 

In  cha  CIS.  lneludln|  a  dacatlad  hlacorv  of  cho  propoaad 
projacc  (Sacdon  I  )  SOUS),  cha  *(acropo  1 1  can  Danvor  Uacar 
Supply  Syacaa-wlda  CIS  (Sacdona  I  2  3  2  and  I.)  2).  and 
•any  acruccural  and  non - acruc Cura  I  alcarnaclvaa  (Saccton 
2    2)  Tha    Danvar - fubl le    Sarvlca    Covpanv    Shoahona    airaaaanc 

la    avaluacad    In   daCall    (Saa    Sacdon    2    2    3    2    and   Appandlt    E) 
Uhlla     rha    Oanv*r,'SuMatC    County    agraaaant    waa     r>oC     raforancad 
apaelflcally.     tta    raalflcatlona    vara    conaldarad    In    cha 
hydrologlc    analyala 
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th«t  i*p»tt4litt    •■  vh»l  h«pp«ni.  on  how  the  h|dT«jllC5  -nr*. 
hew  th«j  lnc«rr«lit«,  th«l  •ffect  «h«th«r  or  not  It  Is 
n«ar  tfi*  win/win  •ttuatlon  U  ia  laM  to  bo. 

Th«r«  !•  no  doubt  in  ay  Bind  that  If  I  ««■  tram    th« 
Froat  laaga  or  a  Uold  County  cornirowar  I'd  think  that's 
a  wln/wla  atataaant.   For  th«  Vasttrn  Slopt.  partlcularlr 
for  tha  haadwatar  coaatlaa  of  cha  Waatarn  Slo»a,  fhlch  I 
faal  ha'*  boan  aoaawhat  forgottaik  about  by  tha  llvar 
District.  I  ^aaatlon  if  It's  naar  a  Mia/vin  altuatlon. 

Thank  yoa. 

Ml.  JACISOU:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Sanda.   Any  qaaitlons 
froB  nr.  Sanda? 

nt.  ATIIHSi  I  ha»a  ona  quastioa.  Too  rtfarancad 
a  n-9»tm  doeaaant  whan  yo«  flrat  started.  What  wars  yoo 
rafarring  to? 

HI.  SANDSi   Tha  tl«ar  District,  tha  Northarn 
Conaarvancy  District  and  cha  D«n«ar  Watar  Board. 

HI.  JACESONi   Z  ha*«  no  othar  apaakars  Ustad.   Ona 
■  ora  call  for  anybody  chat  any  hava  coaa  lata  and  would  llht 
to  aaka  •  stataaant.   All  right,  hoarlng  nona.  tha  public 
coaaant  parlod  on  this  Supplaaancal  Draft  En*irona«ntal 
lapact  Stataaant  will  raaatn  opan  until  Novoabar  2i.     19S6. 

Urlttsn  BtstaacRts  In  addition  to  what  you  aay  ha*« 
gl*an  tonight  oa y  b«  addraasad  to  cha  Iroaallng  tesourca 
Araa  ac  cha  addraaa  gl*an  aarUar  and  to  tha  U.S.  Foraat 


Commant  Lettar  A 


Responsa 


27 

\ 

Strvlct    at    tK«    adiraaa    |1*«d    ••rlltr. 

2 

3 

t     woaW     Ilk*     to    thank     tow     all     for    actandlni.        This 
haarlni    la    ao«    cloaa<l. 

5 

(Haarial    coiteludad    at     ':3a    p.m.) 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

£EJ>IiIiC«TE 

n 

I,    laTarlaa    Bauar    Hadrlck,    4a    harobr    carlllr    that 

u 

tha    aho.a    and    foraioln,    la    a    trua    asd    corract    tranacrlpt 

'3 

o(    ar    shorthand    notaa    takan    at    tha    tlaa    and    placa    aa    aat 

la 
15 

forth    on    pa|0    on*    haraof .                                                            . 

Datad    al    Dan»*r.    Colorado.     thla^r^'^aF    of 

16 

no<*ab*r.     19a«. 

17 

ia 

19 

<          ii€^-,A       /T       ,>^^,.     ^ 

C*rllfl*d    Shorthand    laportar 

20 

2\ 

22 

J3 

2< 

2? 
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■tIflTtS  or  Til 

ton  cttiK/aotvf  citit  rtiLtc  ■■4ii«« 

OCTOItl  *,  MtS 


TiHii     'iM  r.a. 

FLACBi    cosarr  rAiicaoaaos.  iikjulibc.  cololaoo 


ATTtaaiict 

tor     Jackaon 

7«ul     lot4«n 

0«v«    ?larrlch 
D«»«     ACktna 


Jla  Chubrlllo 


\«*eure«  Conaulcano 
Sur««u  or  Roel««ocio 


luroou  of  Land  lanactoonc 
Kr««altn|  to«ourca  Area 

f'lrcf  c  Sorvlco  .  Ttapo 
Olfcrlcc 

Corpt  of  Ca|ln««ca 

Colorado  Oaparcaonc  at 
Haaleh.  Uatar  Qualttr 
Control  Coaalaalon 


(3«a  tha  accaehad  atcandanca  rotcar  for 
Ch«  public  accandlni  Chit  ht«rinf) 

Th«  «««cln<  bagan  at  'tOO  P.I.  «lch  «o7  Jackaon  op< 
Cha  (ellowlng  narractva: 

Ladlaa  and  |t«cla»an.  (Ma  public  haarlnj  -III  no 
ordaf.  Jlr  "•••  !•  ''T  Jackton  and  l'«  eh«  Araa  : 
Cha  LlEtl*  5n««a  Raaourca  Ataa.  Buraau  of  Land  M. 
In  Craig,  Colorado. 


allad  Use  of 
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B-1 

|paut  Ohrl,  Grand  Countr  Coaal aa I on« r ,  BoR  (3,  Kraaallng. 

t   won't   take  can  olnucaa.    tc   looka  Ilka  wa  ara  ct^m^'^^     to 

tha  and  of   Cha   proeaat  vhlch   takaa   a   Lonf   dia   baatcattr 

which   acarcad   aa   a   raagle   o(   tha   Wlndr   Gap   projacc 

alttfatlon.    Manr   dollart   and   noura   apanc   tn   avaluaclon 

loo«ln«  tor     a  dlffarant  altarnatt**  for  chat  proJacC.    Kock 

Craak  waa  avaWatad  along  -1th  tha  altarnatt**  "luddy  Craak. 

It   looka   Itka   Mjddr  >:rmmn.       ta   tha   prafarrad   ona  .    I   do 

baLlawa   that   Huddr   Craak   la   ona   atia   that   haa   aanj)   aera 

poilcWaa  Chan  ia|Jtl«ai.    tt  la  a  good-fliad  raaarvolr.  jnd 

will   Ha«a   poaltl'a   afraeci   I   think   on   «l<t   to   lata   luaaar 

rafting   on   Cha   lowar   Colorado   and   froa   a   raeraatlonal 

tcandpolnt,   t   think   tt  •«  l  t  t  ^a*a  «o  r «  valua   than   i   lot  tt 

paopla  probably  ortgtnallr  |a«a  Ic.   tC  -IIL  ba  a  'arr  good 

raeraatlonal    raclllt*.     TMt    «lta    far    >ut^al«ht    cha 

nagail^aa.   and  ipaaklng  for  «raalf   ^araonallv   t   aupport   It 

»nd  Ipaaklng  for  cha  loarl  if  ^fand  Countr  Cuaa i ■ a  1 ona r  •  .  wa 

vupport  Ic  wholahaartad l/. 

B-2 

pick  laonard.   3o«   M.   rratar.  Colorado.   rapr«fantlng  r.r,n4 

ho^ncr  Coaala.lonar.. 

(•laaea   iota.   :*»a   e  r  »n  «c  r  t  3 1  1  in  j(      chU   icit*-»ait  \f      not 

coaplatalr   'orbatla  ^acauaa   bacauaa   part  >(      :t\»      itata'aant 

'aa  Inaudlbla  tor  t r anac r  i  pt I  on ) . 

I   «ould  Uka  o  aUb'irita  -^ara.    I  ja.,ij  \ltt     to  |9  inot^ar 

(tap.   I  aaa  In  chta  procaai,  tta  dollar*  ?ut  l  ■»  c  o  tha  «to<l» 

pfaeaai,  whan  ^a  (Cartad  li  tha  procaaa  tSari  ' J  >«  ion«< 

apanc  on  cha  ?rjiar  .alia-  ?rjjacc.    t   :jn   ii  1  /  taohaalta 

that  I  hawa  voriad  a  :  >c   •*   <o«ri  t»  <«t  i     :oiat:^ant  ;  r  >« 

aavaral   aganclaa   l-i<l.*dl-n   tha   Oan/ar   iatar   LtarJ   ind  t 

<r-»ut   of   Incaraatad   t-»d   'Ifhty   cone-fia-l   'ittr   ItitrUt 

indlvlduala   (n  c<«a  rrti-r    allaT.    to  that   irora<«i.   ««  jra 

at  a  point   4ttMn  «li  loniSa  to  ha»a  j  ori}ac*.   Idantlflad. 

"luddr  Craak.  r»u  "now  1  aa  onaattaflad  with  tha  laaa  gt'an 

U,   I  would   rathar  •«•  Uolford  "fountain  ^aaarvolr.   1   Ilka 

that   battar.     Aa   i   r  a  r  r  •  •  t  1  >na  t   ftcUltr.   1odd»   Craak 

doaint   iirlka  ««  «arr  -all.   Wolford  taaarvolr.   -han  It  la 

coiplatad.  will  t>a  tha  projaci  that  "111  gl«a  ua  pro]acti  >jp 

tha  ri«ar.    1  ran  only  i«r  that  t  aa  totallr  for  Cha  Uolford 

ieuntaln  Projaci  to  ba  bu 1  It. 

At   thta   tt«a,  tor      Jarkaen   aahad   tf   thara   'ara   anr   othar 

alactad  public  offtclala  chat  would  ll^a  to  apaj«* 

B-3 

lloMn  Praiataf.  iarof  tt     (faaallng.  rapraaantlng  tha  Town  of 
l^raaallnf  . 

(Thla  aiataiant   l«  atvo  not  roaplacaU  »4rbatl«  aa  parca  jf 

tha  atataaant  wtra  Ina^jdlbla  for  t  r  anac  r  l  pi  1  an  )  . 

1  would  Ilka  to  |o  on  racord  ••^pportlnq  i<jd-lf  Cf««k  atrletlr 

for   tha   aconoale   l«p«'-t   to   KraaalM*.    Kraialtng   li   In 

aarlo-ji   aconoale   tro..^ta.    aight   now   tha   t  -iwn   of   Kraaallng 

la   baalcallr   a  paaa-through  town,   no   racraatlin   and   not   a 

particular  daatlnatlon.   »•     rtn't     dliptta  that  'Sa  raaarvotr 

will  ba  a  craaando'it  aupport  and  would  Ilka  to  go  on  racord 

B»     in  aupport  of  tha  pro)act  . 

Q  *  "^     Thank  you  for  your  co^aanc. 


Q.  2      Thank  you  for  your  coiBonC. 


B'3     Thank  you  for  your  coMManC . 
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B-4 


toy  Jeekson  Chen  |«»e  e«e  aort  call  (or  elected  ofFlctele 


t«r  Jack 
•peakeri 


eui«b«cr)  Mil 

been    aUeetlr 


Che  Utc  of 


lotacrtcc.  r.O.  Sot  SOO.  Craobr.  Colo 


rirt 
join 

I  to 

•  11 

t 
opt 

4 

WO 

»1<I 
jl  J. 

lilod  o(  11 
If.  Ic  IKou 

TH. 

pto« 

Mr. 

tlddla   T, 
1 4  •  •  V.  ,  t  •  r 
•  ••«;  to  tM 

ror 
to 

'4  1 
1  low 

•  r  Coofoo 
Haifa  if 

lrt«  aodda 

Blue  Rtver  Vecer  Olatrtec 

CoLuBbtn*  LAke  Uetar  «nd  S«nlticlofl  Olatricc 

Copper  ^ouncaln  Uacer  end  Senlceclon  Otatrlct 

Town  of  Grtnbr 

GrsnJ  County  U«c«r  and  SanLceCton  Olacrtct  »o. 

Town  of  Kra<i«Lln( 

Tovn  of  S(l«trchorn« 

Snahe  River  UaCer  OlaCrlCC 

Sutael  c  County 

Grand  County 

Ulnctr  Park  Uacar  and  Santcaclon  Dlftrlct 

ToMn  of  rrtsco 

To«*n  of  rraier 

Grand  Lake  MetropoUcan  Recreation  Dlitrlct 

Thrae  Lakea  Uater  and  Santcatlin  Olitrlcc 

Dtllon  Valley  Uacer  and  Sanitation  Olitrtct 

North  Shore  Uecer  an4  Sanitation  Olaertec 


and   by 

V  1 

r  Cue 

or  that. 

I 

woul 

d  * 

It 

proba 

Illy 

•  e 

v< 

(aallle 

■ 

and 

•pproilsece 

It 

abo 

90 

-    of 

he 

populat 

Ion 

of 

Grand  and 

Su 

•  ale 

Co 

unc 

let 

and 

th« 

P>i 

P 

Che  Win 

dy 

Cap 

Afra-eent 

wae 

CO 

<«t 

Ma 

tar 

ow*  r 

in 

Che 

u 

Slope  1 

od 

par 

tlcul.rly 

CO 

Che 

af  f 

CO 

1   0 

C 

a 

Su««lC 

Cou 

ntle 

a  . 

Comment  Letter  B 


Response 


The   2.000   acre   feec   Chat   'Udd;«   Park.   Uater   Con««ruancy 

District   ha»   In   luddy   Craak   l«<*rvolr   vlll   l-apro**   the 

dapendabl  It c*  i(   the  water  chac  -Udle  Park  supplies  to  all 

Cheae  ancUlaa.    The  1udd»  Cr««<   '.eaervolr   »U»  will   also 

have  a  poalcl-e  econo«lc  benefit  ■>  CranH  County  and  llddla 

Park  lupporti  chat  ilte. 

Hoy  Jackaon  -  Thank  you.   I     have  >  lueaclon  aark  by  the  naa« 

■arry  Danaeo. 

Barry  Oanato  declined  coaaent. 

Ho*   Jac<aon   •   :   also   have   a   ^uaiclon   vari   by   Cha   rtaae 

Bernlce  0*ethoU. 

Bernlce  OverhoU  -  decline  coaaent. 

Toy  JacKion  -  'Ir.  'itnnlt     Oucitaun' 

3#onu   Ouc-ii'-un.   S  .j  p  e  r  I  n  t  *  o  d  •  i  e  it       0  r  .in  *i   Caunev   J  a  -  •  r   t 

B-5 

34ni:.tLon  OUtrlcc.   cMac  proviJei  pare  of   the   Unter  ?»r< 

Crjnd  Cjunc  Vacer  jod  Sanieatloi  OUtrlct  ^oard  wHn»t  to 

JO  on      record   of   <uppureln«   the  cona c r uc t 1  on   of   the   Huddy 

Creek   iaa   and   raaervolr.     Thla   taclUcy   will   hava   t'le 

aultlpU  purpose  o(  providing  atora^e  for  the  future  jnwch 

In   Veicarn   Colorado,   aaetlnf   a   laar-ter-a   water   lupply 

ahorca4«   It  eetrapollcan  Oan»ar.   c  r  •  a  c  I  r^  »n      '.neoae   louroe 

for  Weit-tn  Colorado  to  folve  cha  vat«r  i.ipply  probleaa.  a-id 

creatlni  a  (Irst-claaa  racreactonal  (acLllty. 

We  have  purchaaad  MO  acre  feet  of  Jlndy  Cap  witer  which  Is 

banedclal   to  ua.    A   proJecC   -ouM   f  I  ra  up  our  'Jindy  Cap 

wacar.    When   Cranby   aplllt   our   Utndv   Cap   water   In   a   wat 

year,  our  water  could  be  aade  up  out  of  Muddy  Ctaek. 

There  are  few  oppor tun  1  c  lea  In  which  fowernaenc  encttlea  cjn 

beneClc,   ptue   aeet   the   naedi   of  m*nr       by   approvlig   thla 

alnile  acclon. 

Thank  you. 

Roy  Jackaon  -  Thank  you  -ery  auch.   Mr.  Paul  Crantf 

Paul  Grant.  P.O.  Boe  286.  tloc  Sulpher  Sprlnga.  Colorado. 

There  hava   been   a   lot   of   poatcWe  thtniia  aald  <bout  "i.iddy 

Craek/Wolford   Raaervolr   or   what-ver   you   want   to   call   tC. 

Thar*  are  a  few  chLnga  that  I  (hlnk  are  tttll  conccrni  that 

aren't  addreased  In  the  En»  I  r onaen  l  a  I  lapact  Scateaenc.   The 
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B-7 


B-8 


B-9 


•iclieclng  CS«  lavJCCfl  of  dewecertng  the  Colorado  ll«er 
^•toetn  tea  *t*»4^»tmt9  mn4  'iuiif  Creek  di»erci  eddtctonel 
<ac«ra  ttf  ctte  Kt«4w«(«ra  erteetf  ell  ot  Che  tswte  end 
renchert  eeer  the  be«4>«ecar«  jnd  lu<14r  Creek,  t  ^otk  In  the 
raftlni  in^vatrr  en4  there  la  no  qxeeelon  that  we  prefer 
1ij44r  Creak  ever  Reck  Cree*.  It  eav  aeCuelLr  enhance  9ur 
ilc.jacio'i  buc  I  think  addlctonai  -llveratona  fro*  cha  i»per 
Colorado  ac  certain  claee  -if  CHa  «ear  «ar  dewataf  the  rt»er 
CO  a  ffotnt  where  Ic  ta  not  Seneflctal  (o  thr  'tteclnf  t-><«n« 
tnd  ranclea.  The  other  CBtt  'ouid  be  in  the  SUe  tWer  and 
luettlena  aa  co  whether  there  'ould  be  additional  <tL*efttona 


rsere   la  a  raftlni   liduacrr   that 
:ao  between  OlUon  Seaervolr  and  Cr 
)rli«ti<   In   a   aubicanclal   aiount 
I'janctflad   In   the   e»lr>naeniil   tl9 


itata  on  the  Slue  tl 
in  Uuncaln  and  ther 
9t   ooner   which   la 
:t  Seatavent  -  they 


ic 


nt  t  ( 


[  Chink  jne  /err  soaltWe  thli^  About  the  Svtronaental 
iTpacr  S'.  Iterant.  !  r»ad  loie  l-»(->riatl'>n  abo-it  r*l4te(ng 
*»taf  ffje  Jtfferenc  .a'^La  *ichn  the  reaervilr  co  Balance 
:te  tevperature.  perhapa  zo  enhance  the  aq'tattc  enwlr'snaeni 
^elow  Ln  luddr  Cree<.  TheC  vae  alnd  o(  dlacueied  In  there 
»<jt  nee  caatlr  aerlng  that  «aa  folng  Co  take  place.  That 
<ould  be  a  «ary  pealcl««  thing  to  recreation  In  chla  area 
in4  h«tfe  a  poalttwe  e!!acc  an  oore  and  oore  people  flahlng 
4own  be  low  where  ludd*  Creek  Juopa  into  the  Colora:lo  and  any 
•  nhenceoent  e(  Che  wiier  i u a  1 1 c y  froa  Muddy  Creek  coalng 
Into  the  Colorado  would  be  beneficial. 

In  feneral,  1  would  Neve  Co  aey  deflnlcely  froa  a  rafting 

pefspecd**,   (hat   all  of   Che  different   project*   thee   have 

bean   dticutaed   and   brought   up   her*.   cho   luddy   Creek 

Reiervolr  la  «uch  batter  than  Rock  Creek.    A*  a  citizen  of 

Grand   County   I   aa   aciM   concerned   that   the   upper   ba«ln 

•torafa  chat  haa  been  jlacuaied  and  kind  of  on  the  planning 

table  that   chat  atorafe  haa  got  to  coa*  on  line  to  aufnant 

en*   flow   of   chla   taction   of   the   hetdwacara.    ThaC   Li   a 

l-Bln^  thing.    Is  1u4d«  Creek  going  to  be  built  mtn^     y*ari 

afore  a  reeenrolr   1*   buLlC  upstraaa*    In   that   caae.   Chan 

»nf      people   are   goln^   co   have  iimm      nagact**   lepact*   Chat 

aaUy   haan't   boon   addreaaed   In   Che   evlronoentel   lapact 

tataieent.   On  the  other  hand.  If  th*  tlalng  were  auch  that 

he   upper   bealn   caoe   on   line   at   the   aaae   else   a*   Muddy 

ra«k.   that   would   be   a  different   alCucdon.    Th*  eslitlng 

low  could  b«  ■elncalned. 


That  ■ 


all    I    ha**    to    tay. 


Response 
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So*  Rotponi*  CO  Coi*«*nc  103-2.  Bocausa  of  Ch*  tlalng  of 
■  ubiClCuclonj  of  wacor  (l«co  suavaor  and  oarW  fall)  and  ;h« 
Cyp«  of  yoar  tn  which  lubactcuclona  would  b*  aada  (dry 
jroora)  r>o  iL^Lfleanc  lapaeci  Co  cha  rafclr^g  Induacry  on 
cho  BLua  Rlvor  ar*  anclclpacad  froa  th*  propoaed  project, 
buc  cuaulaclv*  tapaccs  with  och*r  projaccs  nav  b* 
algnlftcanc.  Thli  avaluaclon  la  tupporcad  by  additional 
hydrologlc  data  pr*a*nc*d  In  tha  SDCIS  lS»m  Sacclon  4.}. 3  4 
-    Blua   Rlvarj . 


Sa*  Raipona*  Co  CoaaanC  8-6  Th*  difficulty  la  In 
quanelfylng  Cha  lapaec  on  rafting.  Flov  changoa  by  chli 
projace  would  ba  aaall,  ao  Uccla  aconoalc  lapaec  would 
roaulc.  Th*  lapaec  of  ch*  Two  Forka  projocc  nay  In  tcaelf 
have  aajor  lapacca  on  ch*  Blu*  Rlv*r  rafctng.  Tha  EIS  on 
Ch*   Two   Forkj    Projacc   should   b*   conaulc*d   for   dacalla. 

B>8  V«    appraclac*    your    ceaaanc.       Hot*    docall    waa    noc    Included 

atnca  tc  will  noc  b*  known  how  good  ch*  CaLlwacar  will  b* . 
and  vhac  Cyp*  of  enhanccacnc  would  b«  be»c,  unCll  after  Cha 
r*a«rvolr    La   eonacmcead   and   th*   ayacaa  haa    da*    co  a*cur*. 


R*Q  ^^    pr*a«nc    char*    La   no   bail*    for   projecting   wh*n    anochar 

raiarvolr    alghc   ba    buLlc    upscraaa    of   Muddy    Cr**k.       S** 
Raaponj*    CO  Coaaonc   lOl-l. 


Comment  Letter  B 


<oy  Jcckaon  -  Thank  /ou. 
Dan  Xtchl*.  P.O.  Bos  I M . 
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M  I 


Th.  ranch  own. 

br  CH.  r.B.r-'ol 

h.r.  CO  oppo*. 

.nd  ch.  Councy 

b.  laid   and  I 

to  .ar  Jxc  I'. 

1<j..clon  of   «« 
air  CO  (all 

(alia   In   dcr   -aatha 

tu.rc.r   if  th.  co-«. 

la  Ukolr  to  do.  ir  1 

'i»r     ""     Jon.  vh.n  thai 

aap  if  that  -  th.  lai 

Jut  ch.r  lM-t9  <3»  to. 
U  la  IJ  fa.t  lU 
,f  ;l..  T)wn  .(  vf 
•  ad  -.hi.  :hl-n  ind 


and  IK 
of  ch. 


.d  CO 
JOlni 


ac  ton 


>no>  losodr  la  «oln|  ■  o  U-a  ' 

|011|  CO  •••  It.  tha  (ir.c  1 
at/.  !arth  da.a  do  Tall,  chla  in.  la  10 
ac  all  but  It  could  (all  "nd  1(  It  do. a  in 
a.alhar.   1;   »ool4   co».c   .oa.Ihlnd   lUa 

co-n.    If   IC  (alia  m  wat   /.achat.   »hlch  1 


a  <oln«  CO  «o 

I  la  anoMB.lc 

ch.v  ja 


abl' 


tn 


' ir 1 10a   la. 
f-<icdlna 
1  apir  t  ant  *  ) 


nc     la 


I  •« 


nold     pr 

a«  Jldn  '  c  |1  '.  'la  « 
oa  la  th.  dr*  j.aihaf  lap. 
d  th.  charti  »jr  that  ic 
:h.o  ch.t  Jhlch  rfoy'.d  pr.cer  aoch 
li<.  To  1..  chac"i  pfacc*  aarloua. 
tjUln«  ibooc  IC.  :h.  anal-ala  that 
na.a  (or  flood  JaCa  a.paccad  (or 
idtclnna.  ^ho.ild       -inr"       ..act       lata 

ln-J.»fi      at  idr      would      b.      ra^olrid.         t      Jiic 
It      chat      tha      ajfacr      of      Hra..lln«      11 

I'*,     lot     a     bunch     of     da.a     up    on     c h« 
ICh    •     r.aar/olr     ibouc     tulca     cha     alt.    o 
f     on     tlU     Cta««      and      char      hava      «l/an 


.  I  1  ir. 


ddr  . 


bulldlni  fr 
KInda  o(  croubla  abooc  Ic  ro> 
up  wlch  drna.lca,  tra.«lln|  .f 
(Inaudlbl.  (or  cranacrlpc ion) 
Chla  la  a  r.rr  I.. octant  laau 
ultn  rarr  K.tl  In  cha  t<lton.i 


U'a 


1( 


bla 
1  c   . 


jld  nai.r  \i\o'*     <»■> 

I   )uat  uani   Co  aar  I   thtn> 
chac  la  not  adaniatalf  daalt 
itat  I. pact  Stata.ant. 


tacnnd  luaacton  (  would  ttha  CO  brln«  up  la  c 
ahtpplni  watar  oul  i(  hlddla  rarh 
O.nr.r  |.ca  chroulh  auealni  uac.r  o^ 
ireu  bnou  ch.r.'a  noc  |otn| 
fot«.   It 'a  tolni  CO  ba  dr 1 
Ir  tha  cl.a  thar  dcr  'iP  cha 


iluaac  Ion 

1  I  1 la.a  rota, 
h.  var>  auch  la(c  o(  Ulllla.a 
rh.  land  la  (olnf  Co  b.  bro-n. 
■nch.a  around  tha  Colorado  and 
la  In  ch.  .Iddl.  o(  a  bunch  o( 


r>  brown  aallara  Inacaad  o 
haia  uaa  a  cl.a  uhan  Ic  4ldn 
an. ar  or  tha  r.  a  a  t  llnp.  110 
atar.  At  ao.a  point  It  Rata 
o  ua.  thia  da.,  no  .accar  • 
aduc.  th.  riou  In  tha  ilua, 
nd  build  It  .uch  iraatar  abc 
ou.   fir.  Grant  apoaa  about 


|t..n 


t  h  ua 


pla 


■  I  l« 


t  anrbodr  la.a.  .Ill  (utthar 
nd  tha  (lou  balju  Ira..lln| 
I  Kr.a.llnf  (to.  uh.ra  It  la 
.   radlni.   that. 


I  Ina 


Respons* 


B'10 


Th.  For. PC  S.rvlc.  and  >U1  alio  coniltlar  ch.  qu.idon 
public  lafdcy  In  Kr.««llttj  a  v.ry  l.porcanc  lisua. 
raqulrail  by  NSP*.  a  daa  CaUura  analyfli  In  aufflcli 
dacall  co  p.rslc  a  cosparlaon  bacva.n  public  safacy  Ifai 
of  Cha  cvo  propoaad  raparvolra  la  Includ.d  In  cha  SDCIS  ( 
S.cclon    4    4    5)    for    Huddy    Cra.k)  If    ch.    Huddy    Crc 

pcoj.cc  la  pat.lttnd.  la.,  jhould  Ic  bacona  liipoccanc 
cosplaca  a  nora  dacall. d  analyill.  addUtonal  analvila  uo 
ba  raqulcad  aa  pace  of  ptojacc  dallgn.  Raqulcaiianca  of 
Colorado  Scac.  Enjln.ar  foe  dan  conacrucclon  would  hava 
ba  •ac  Including,  fcaquanc  Inapacclon,  ■onUorlnj.  ; 
pc.pac.clan  of  an  »«c|ane]p  prapaiadraia  plan. 


g  , -^    -J  Saa    H.aponaa    Co   Co».nca    lOJ-2    and   >■». 
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Comment  Letter  B 


Response 


B-11 


tn  here  chec  «««t  'flow  ch«nga«  In  • 
Mf»r    wtU  be  llilc«4  *ni    would  »ieve 
on     cMs   tora  of   recreatloa  uee~. 
^laulACed   beteUne   Move   would   be 
««lttlnc  recreeclon  u«e.'   Thle  t«  Ju 
t  49n'c   think  anfon*     Saa   «(<]p»«<i  to 
Jotng  tn  Che  Ion*  run.   t(  I  were  Sen 
either. 

'Jhet   eeket  ColoraJ 


19  «t|niruanc 
'Eapeelallr.   «tr 

lnad«4uet«  to 
It  reducln*  It   f 


Colore 
•  rtec 


I 


uldn  '  C  d.>  this 


40  foeelal   la   Cheve  vouncjtne.    It 
weren't   for   cheee   mountains   It   #ouU   he   like   Kinaas 
nobodr**   «olnt   CO    Mve   there.     Sanca   Sar'jera   Coun 
CalKornla.  was  '.he  onlr  councy  in     CalLfornW  chat  Jld 
participate  In  General  Caltfornla'»  ...(Inaudlile)  which 
«    faderallr   aubaldlaad   deal.     everybody   thought    Sa 
Barbara   w<b   crasy   for   not   taking   that   «acer.    Uhat 
happened  la  that  lane*  Sarbara  County  It  :ht  only  county 
Southern   C^lKjrilJ   that   loean':  ■■*Mf%       »n   jlr   pollut 
problea   bacauie   ^eupU   couldn't   build   a   .thol*   bunch 
houaea   b«eau44   :-i«ra   ^aan'c  *»c&c       :o   do   It   4lth.    Ai 
raault   of   that,  noz      inly   la   there   no   polljclgn   In   Sa 
Barbara  Count*  but  the  price  of  rati  '•atate  xaa  fane  thri 
the  r^of.    Tha  avarife  loua*   tn  Sjn-.  i  3ir1ifi  '.a  i     ha'. 
•  tlllon   buck!  cauae   t-iay  cin  *  t   Sulli   my  lora.    If   t   * 
Den»er  t  wouldn't  w^nt  chla  vater  either.    I  think  It   I 
<alatake.   Anrwa;/.  aoeebody  needa  to  be  aaylng  fieae  klnda 
ehlnga  but  l(  that  la  what  everyone  wanta  we  won't  oppose 
•n^    I'm    sure  Che  ranch  will  get  compensated. 

Roy  Jackaon  -  Thenk  you.   Hr.  Jack  McClroyT 

Jack  Mcelroy  -  I  think  I'll  paea. 

Roy  Jackaon  -  Alrlfht  sir.   Spike  rreaaleyT 

B*12   I^P^^*  ^teaaley.  P.O.  Box  198.  Rrewallng,  Colorado. 


ould  Juat   Like   to  aa*   I   would   Ilk 
>ugh  as  It  La  vary  poelcLve  for  Rout 


nd  Grand 
e   there   any   other 


Roy   Jackaon   -   Thank   you 
signed  In* 

Carolyn  Rtupp  -  U«  have  one  aore. 

Roy  Jackaon  -  'Jould  you  atate  your  n»4Mm    and  addres 

Oawe  Abbott,   Kce^allng.   representing   the  Soil  Co 
Board. 


Comment  Letter  B 

Concerning  ch*  problea  with  thr  potalbla  endangered  tpeclea 

of  planet,  tr  opinion  and  ganetW  opinion  of  the  Joard  It 

thet   thla  plant   la  not   In  dinger   it   leett   in  reference   to 

the   locetlon  of  th*  reaerwolr.    :t  can  be  found  10  lulte   i 

B-13 

large  range  In  llddla  fark  and  I  rhlnk  adeiuaie  pceceutlont 

can   ba   taken   to   protect   Itt   environ. ant   a*   fjr   It   in 

eodanjered  tpeclet.    The  other  -.ilng  a.  would   UVe  to  ipeak 

to   It   the   ecooo.lc   l.porcance   if   th.   reeec.olr   ind   the 

pottlble   ^roble.   If   Taking  care   it   the   -ndang-red   tpecWt 

plant  .houlJ  .>ot  ttop  the  caaerv-ir  fro.  |olog  into  place. 

Then*  you. 

^o»  JacKsin  -  Thank  you  «ery  auch.  I  ha»e  no  other  naiea  in 

Che  ipeaker'i  list. 

Ac  this  lolnc,  »lll  ^eeJhaa  ipprjac>ed  t?ie  podlus. 

I  did  "ot  Intend  CO  -sake  i  (Citetent.   t  ■^ade  i  leicetenc  In 

Denver  laac  nljnt. 

Roy  Jackaon  -  "iould  you  pl.aaa  .t.t*  .our  .a-' 

ISlll    Naedhjrt.    Grand    Cnunc*    C  j -aa  I  ■»  i  i  >  n<  r  .      I    "i    >  I  «  i 

B-14 

»lce-Pteeldent    of    the    Colorado    H>er    lUtrlcl    Soacl: 

however.  1  a.  not  tpeaklng  on  that  o r jan 1 i a t Ion ■ t  behalf.   t 

a.  epeeklng  at  a  Grand  County  Co.. 1 1 1  lone r . 

I  appr^cLic*  «v«rvb<i<lr'«  co.>«4nC4  ch«c  v«r«  t»dt.       Th«  cMi« 

t  c«rt«lnly  w.r.t  .v.t/on.  to  un<.r«tan.l.  tr,U  propoiil  -.tut 

tin  «l».r  OUtnct  h.i  .ad«.  tt  •  t;io->t.»  pcoc...  Hop.fullv 

to   t»«T«flc   Che   upper   hetlwater?   of   th«   Color.do   River. 

:iuiidy  Cfeek  of   court*   le  the   first   Itep   In  the  procete  of 

which  e-er-oh.  It   .v.re   there   It  .      le.te   Ih-ol.ed  of   the 

W4ter  to  Oehver.    The   floenclel   benefit  ->  f   thet   leit*  will 

dltecte-t   tivitH   .olvlng   the   p  t  o  b  I  e  •«   In   the   ftj.er   ■.•.lie-. 

r.r.nted.   1   e«r.e,   r.wl   you   ere   rUht.    Tl.ln,   It   -ety 

l.port.nt.    We  do  need   ttnte«e   <l  hlfh  it   potilble.   loddy 

Creek  will  hopefully  ellow  thet  to  happen.   There  hjt  never 

been  en.  benefit  put  forth  ee  h^h  In  the  dril-ie<e  to  .ol»e 

pertlcularl*  the  probleet  of  Frjter.   One  other  thin*.  l(  we 

take  the  aonlei  fro.  riuddy  Creek  end  fo     Into  Freiet  <nd  t«t 

to. 4  ttoraite  up  there,  every  acre  foot  that  le  put  that  hlfh 

up  will  benefit  awetybody.   Includl-H  <re«.Mnt  on  down.    t 

aire*   tl.ln*   It   a  clreu.etence   that't  «oln|  to  have  to  be 

worked  out. 

«a  Paul  Ohrl   Indicated  eelller.   th.rn   1.  never  e  .l|...tlon 

where  nelatlvee  do  not  crop  up.    I   think  we  have   to  wel|h 

the  benefltt  and  the  ne|atlvet  of  ever/  propotel. 

Response 


D  , -4  o  ^*    appraclata    vour   co^Mnt.      Tha   altlgaclon   proposad    for    tha 

rara   plane  will   pravanc   cha   raaarvoLr   projacc    froa  caualng 
slgnif leanc   Ittpacca. 


B  *  1  4         Thank  70U  for  yoxtr 
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Comment  Letter  B 


Response 


■ttlv«t     chifl     A«|atl««f     rfieh     r«t««cc     c«     thli     fropoa*!.        It 

>j14     b«     lie*     tf     •nrc'»l««     »'     tKli     •\«c<ir«     k«ln«     9ropo««4     •««• 

lOOI      poaUt**      (or     «««rr»«4r*         Tht«     J-tt      c«n««t      *»•#>««.         I 

rCAlQlf     r««l     »«rr     •cronclr     thoufli     Chat     (•<•     «f(*Ct«ai     chat 

•^isc    can    k«    «icitac«4    *m4    will    ba    «ltttata4. 

•      ^(      cha      «oac       l«»orE«nc      crtcarla      with      r««o«ct       ca      CMt 

)aoajl     tfl     ch«     fact     thac     t»«r     t^•     laat     thraa     (9     fl«a     'cara. 

t««lli|     ^aa     'lrt>«allv     •fmt     »<i     lc«     knaaa     an*     "»«     yaosla     ca« 

t««c     C9     chac     t>«tcaf     clan     t     can.        I     (aal     vary     •crin^lv,     net 

•  bOMC        da       conatrvic:ion       »Kaa«       ■»(       ttia       raaarv^tr        pr'ipoajl 

luaa     t»     *a     that     la     i     *ar»     ahort-tai*    b«n«M(.        tt*.     :hara 

«Lll     >•    »««•    Incaraac     ehaft.     *«f     tha     lon^-caca    )aiaflt     -til 

»a     fSa     racraatlon    4n4     ourtna    chac     Hopafullr     la    dtraccaH    co 

cha    «a«C     ani     of    Crand    CounC*.        T*tat     Is     «a«a tMnf    t^at     can     )« 

'.•n«-La«cln(     tll'iadtn    »n4     ac     EMa     potnc.     thara     «ra     «onl*a 

ilracca«       t  •»       ba       I  ">       placa        t«       4a'at9»       Choaa       ra  c  r  a  4C '.  >»«  1 

>p»ercunl  t  laa.  rrankl*,        t        »m       «arr       poatcl^a        abo-4C        in* 

ir«elr       ta       far       am       da       Crafl4      Countf      Ca««l « a  1  %)na  1 1       jra 

ariaa     aR4     1      »ar/     ttcongl/     urja     chat     ^aril:*     Sa     atra'^aa'l 

thla    7ro jacc . 


uld  lt<a  CO  m*\it 


-^oulJ  ll^a  to  raalni  •<>«  ihac  cha  pMblle  conaaoc  paclod 
or  tha  Supplaaantal  Or«(t  En-r  I  r  moa  n  t  a  I  l«ptet  StJCa-aanc 
«lll  tear  opan  undl  riovaibar  13,  1999.  unccan  conaanta  In 
addition  CO  whac  Kaa  hm^n  (tvan  conlthc  alould  ba  addraaaad 
o  Cha  Kra«alln«  taaourca  Araa  and  to  cba  Poraae  Sarvlca 
uparwlaor'v  Ottlca  in  Scaaaboac  Spcln|fl. 


tr   c%ara   la 
aartng  la  n 


to   on*   alia   wtahtnf   to   apaak   onllhc,   cMa 
eloaad.   Thank  rou. 


T^ara  wa»  no  raaponaa  and  cha  haarMg 


Comment  Letter 


Response 
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Comment  Letter  C 


Response 


Kor  Jackion  Chen  asked  Paul  SonnefLeM  to  coaa  forvard. 

PsuL  lonn«(t«ld  Chen  aade  tha  loliowtng  acacaient: 

I  apoloflte  for  che  wav  I   aa  dr«fl««d  tiuc   I'a  nn  ty     way  to 

work  and  t  got  to  catch  ch«  train  here  In  a  llttla  btc. 

%oj    Jackion  aaktd  f«ul  eo  ttate  hit  naae  and  addrea*  for  the 

racord. 

Paul  Bonnefleld.  P.O.  Sox  2^1.  Taapa.  Colorado,  phon*  nuibar 

It  618-4296. 

Conearnlng  at   leaac   tha  aacerlal   chat   t   hav«   raad   through 

tn  the  eiS,  there  ts  no  aajor  objaetlone  but  thara  ara  aoia 

Ihlngt   I   vould   Ilka   t-*   5«a   th««   do   that   I   think   would 

laprove  tha  prograa.   Whan  t  read  through  tha  tattrlal  thara 

I   notice   that   thara   ara   aavaral   coaaanct   about   sadlnant* 

both   downacraaa   and   tha   Grand   Junction   araa   and   alio 
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problaas   with   tadlaancs   In   the   ras«r«olr.    I   would   Chink 

chat   perhaps   aoaa  kind  of   a  alapte   and   Inaxpantlva  gtaval 

fllttr  aystaa  upacrtaa  tn  tha   rtvar  alghc  at   laait   laprove 

your   raiervolr   for   a   length   of   ttae,   laprova   tt«   tourlit 

lualitT   for   aoaa   parLod   of   tlaa,   and   not   raaUy   be   coo 

avpanslTa.    I   do  know  rhac   ic   one   ties   ch«r   had   a   jraval 

syscaa  In  Che  watar  ttit^a  chera   In  Yaapa:   It   'aa  not   lOOl 

'(fscct«e  btic   It   did  heva  loae  efface   and   did   not   cote   a 

ireec  deal  of  aoner* 

Uto.  a  concarn  to  ^a  t>  tn  tha  -atar  t^chan,a  :-hlch  la  a 

:alrl7  datallad  thln^J  Sat^aan  Oanvac  %n6     Jown»traaa  ind  <o 

C-2 

-.n.    I  vould  Uka  to  ^tm     chaa  In  t  ha  t  a  t  o'l^'^f  -  *\%n     Inci-ida 

loaa   aKchan«a   *tth   tha   tiwn   -j  f   CartUl  ^t      It   can   have   a 

lunlclpal  .*atarvor<f.   PirtUl  >»%      triad   (jr  /aari   to  <|ac 

wacar   rlghtt   lo  eSe*  ctn  nt/e  ■^ettr  *nd  :hav  have  had  loaa 

Alnd  of  agraaaenc  wUh  tha  itndy  '^ap  prilacc  luc  '.  c   la  Coo 

far  4way  and  thara  -ira  i  lot  jf  c  oap  I  L  c  a  c  I  on*  .   If  cha«  can 

<eC  Just  anough  vacar  for  tha  town,  :han  cht*  coutd  bacoaa  a 

viable   aconoalc   iraa  tn      proaptr   froa   tha   tourlic   trade. 

U't   thara  on   tha   ■•'Llllaat   FirK   ^a^arvolr.    t   'ould   Ehln« 

ehli  light  •>*  looka.i   it  ind  alto,   md  I  <now  'tu   ira  liavtng 

leeclngt   Lacar   in   in  tha   Traiar  Vaile*   'Ith  Dat/tr   and  to 

an.     ^ut  prooeblv  :h«r«  j.^ouli  be  loae  -xcf  ::3deoffi  that 

cotilJ   »lio   hal?   t^ata   ?4oola   In   tha   uooar   ^nd   of   Che 

Cil'>rado  :*lver  Batln  chera  m  che  Fraxer  »t»ar  iraa.   tlghc 

no-,  the*  ira  In  in  >ria   idil  n  1 1 1  a  rad  h*  tha  ':  1 1 -r  of  Oenvar 

ind  thay  ilaol-'  rann-ic   lav*  c'lalr  forial  frjwcn  ^aeauaa  the" 

ara   ouc  r>t      ^atar.    I   hjca   to   too  ut   tradl-i«  ^acar  off   or 

trading   -atar   otf   jowntcraia   and   not   ea<tng   cart   of   our 

laoadlata   neada   flithc   ;iara.    t   don't   think   Ic    Is   coo 

coapUcacad   of    a   pmbla-a,    f>uc   tora   of   a   problaa   of 

atpacLally  cha  coa«unLc»  of  ?arclal   )ute  ^alrn  j^arc  of   cha 

rice  chat  probabl/  a  coupLa  of  hundrad  acre  faat  it     wacaf  la 

Jutt   traded   off   ona   •ay   or   another.    Ua   ara   not   talking 

about  a  Large  population  and  we  ara  not  calking  tbout  a  lot 

of  water,  and  ChsC  attantlally  It  ay  brief  coananc . 

actually,   lac  aa   add  one   lora   thing.    Looking  ac   the  work 

that   Saa   baan   dona   ->n   thlt   project,   and   cha   lupperc   that 

tote   people   I   find   It   bahlnd   It.   t   CMnk   1udd»   Craak   la 

going  to  be  a  protparout  idaa  for  tha  coaaunlt*.    I  think  It 

I  1   ganara  I  ly  a  gond  (Jaa. 

Q  *  ^  Thank  you   for  your  c» 


C-2  '^*   '^°'^  °^   Parshall    It    tn   Cha  Hlddla   Park  Wacar  Consarvancy 

Dltcrlcc  and  h«a  sccesi  to  Middle  Perk  water  In  Cranby  or 
Muddy  Creek  retervoln,  buc  Co  our  knowLsdg*  ha*  aada  no 
requegc   for  Middle   Pack  wacar. 
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■4       ir       th«r« 


t  toAi       ar      Hr . 


»4, 


•  ••AC  Chat  <«•«  14 
card,  cha  r«kllc 
(  t  Cavl roN«aat al 
«a«»cr   I)    I99I. 


tar  Jaekaaa:    I  »>»•*%     a«  athac  mf*     m 

««riatf   ea   spaak.   la   chara   an^aaa   alaa 

Ilka   ca  saka   a  praaatcsclonf     For   ch* 

eoattaat   rarlo4   on   chta   Swyplasantal 

{•pact   Stataaant   Mtit  *i»f      ofan   umcII 

Urttian   eo««anCfl.    in       ad41tto)t   t«   -f>ac   yaw   ha»a   |l«a 

cai*l|hc.   vav   »a   atf4raaaa4   «a   eha   Kra««lln«   Kataurca   Ara 

Offlea.  f.O.  loi  ♦«.  Rra«*Un«.  Colorado.   »0*>».   or  ca  cs 

Foraac   Suyarvlaort  OftLca.   lauct  '<aclooal   facaaC.   2959'  w 

O.S.  kO.  Scaaa»oac  Sprlnga,  Colorado.  SO*'?. 


r*iafi 


)lt    f^r    tovtng.     thla    haarlnf    la 


cloaad. 
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Datai   October  5,  1988. 

Tlmai   7:00  ?.;i. 

?lactti  Bureau  of  Land  Manaqemenc 

764  Horizon  Oriv*. 

Grand  Junction.  Co 
?«:   .'^•uddy  Crsek  and  Rock  Cre«k/  Th«  Praf«rred  Al::ernaciv« . 

Good  ivenlncj.  I'll  call  chts  public  h«ar;n<j  to  order. 
My  rtama  is  Roy  Jackion.  I'm  the  Area  Manager  for  the  Little 
Snake  Resource  Ar»a ,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Crai?  District. 

I  have  been  appolntad  by  the  Colorado  State  Director, 
Bureau  of  Land  llanagement  to  conduct  this  public  hearing  under 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

I  an  a  Bureau  official,  but  I  have  not  been  Involved  In 
the  preparation  of  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  nor  In 
the  recoTwaendatlons  being  made  tonight.  So,  I  ara  an  Impartial 
party  to  these  proceedings. 

This  Is  a  public  hearing  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Manage^nnt.  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Forest  Service,  United  States  Depart.Tient  of  Agriculture.   In 
addition,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento  District  is 
participating  in  this  hearing  with  resoect  to  their  authority 
under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

This  hearing  is  being  held  to  receive  Information,  vie«s, 
comments  and  suggestions  on  the  adeguac/  of  the  Supplemental 
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MS.  ROTH  HOTCHi:iSi 
■.'es . 

■iy  name  is  rtuth  Hutrhins.  I    1  .ve  at  1S75  L  Road,  Frulta. 
Colorado.   I  represent  the  less  Coun-/  Water  Association. 

Thank  you  Mr.  JaC^son.  -hank  /ou  gentlemen  Jsr  oemg 
here,  nhank  you  everyocly  fsr  the  oooortunity  co  spea*^. 

The  1984  Awendnent  lo  Cie  Colorado  River  Bas:.T  Salinity 
ro^trol  Act,  ?'iblic  Law  9a--6?.  Section  203-b3,  directed  the 
Secrstary  of  the  Interior  to  develop  a  comprshensive  program  fo 
■ninlmiting  salt  contributione  to  the  Colorado  River  for  lands 
ad.Tilnistered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  submit  a 
reoort  which  describes  the  progrsm  and  recommended 
Imolementatlon  action  to  Corgress  to  the  mem^iers  of  the  Advisory 
Counsel  established  by  Section  204a  of  this  title,  by  July  I, 
1987.   This  report  was  done  and  was  available  last  year. 
Basically,  l  have  one  question.   Is  this  dam  In  keeping,  and  is 
".hli  reservlor  in  keeping,  with  diminishing  of  the  saline  flow 
to  the  river? 
HR.  JACKSON 

If  you  are  looking  for  an  answer  tonight  you  won't  get 
It. 
MS.  HUTCHINS: 

I  know.   I'm  just  asking  a  rhetorical  question. 

Alao,  I'd  like  to  ask  questions  to  be  included  In  my 
statement  and  there's  no  reference  to  the  loss  of  water  through 


Q  »  "^    See  Response  to  Co^Mnt  114-9. 


D-2     There  Is  an  analvili  of  the  laU  loadtng  potsnclal  of 
reservoir  In  Section  4.4.3.5  SDEIS. 
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D-3 


D-4 


•vaporatLon   which  could   Incraaa*   th«   sa.lnity  c3ne«ner«eion. 
T^«r«'i    no   lAeisCacTdry   ;usn:atlv«   analysts   cf   amount    of    salt 
iua    to    t««7aqe   -sf    sal^s    froa  tjan-ct   4f    'hm    r*s«rv'>ir   iocs    up   and 
(*ovn.      And    t^«    Local    7«oLc9y  ot    tha    soils    and  criavLcal    and 
Thvsiesl    >««^hsrinq   zS    t^«  qaolcoi-:!!   .naceriila    in   thm 
4acsrsh«d,    th«    zstan-.   nacarials    snov   'r.ac    t.its    .s   «2*:init«i/   a 
fAM-iy   salln*   area.      Soma  of   it's   3L.'1   Isnda.      :fost   of    it   bainq 
3n  prlvaca   Landa   whicrt   snould  ba  und«r   rihm  obsarvaeion  policy  of 
'.^m   Soil   Consarvation   S*r-/Les  which    is   also   suppoaa   *9  ^alp    m 
eha   sallnlt/  control    oro^r^a   alonq  -^i-h    cr\e    Bjreau   cf 
Inclanatlon.      So   ehsc    is   basleall*/  ny    issue  of   wacsr   quality. 
Doas    cha    BL*1    spaclClc    with    Chair    plans    for    eu-tlnq    down   on    Cha 
salinity,    and   do«s    it    fit    in    with    tha    Oaparc-n^nt    of 
Aqricultura' s   plana? 

I    notlcad   chae   tha   Klvar   District    Is   planning  on 
•Konitorin?    sites   afterwards.      One   at    the   north   end   of    tha 
ranervoir,    one   at    cha   south  end  of    t^e   reservoir   and   water 
quality   study   and    I   hope   t:hls  will    fit    in  with   the   proposed 
water    quality    study.       The    Mesa    Coun-v    Water    Association.     In 
order    to   predict    in    the    report   as   worlcin?   scenarios,    claims   of 
an    increase    of    tw«nty-two   mlLllqrami    at    CaTieo.       Thla    la    one 
project   possibly  of   many   as   tha   Rlvvr   District    Is   building   tha 
dam   to  create    funds    to  pay   for    the   dan  and   possibly   release 
water    to  qet   Tore  noney   to  build  another   dam. 

We   have   a   hleh   salinity   ratlnq   at   Camao   now   and   It   will 


D»3  ^*        o*>]aeClva      of      ELM's      salinity   control      prograa         Is    to 

■tntalzt  salinity  eoncr Ibutlona  to  tha  Colorado  liver  froa 
public  landa.  whtla  reeognt£ln|  ■ulttple  uaa  objeetlvat  and 
authorized      uses  The      8LH      ■sLinlrr        control      prosraa      Is 

outlined  In  a  July  1987  report  Co  Congreea  clcled.  'Salinity 
Control  on  BLM  Adalnticered  Public  Lands  in  the  Colorado 
Rivar  Basin."  Uhlle  granting  •  Rlght-of-Uay  for  cha  Muddy 
Creek  project  will  Incroaso  sallnlcy  to  Che  Colorado  River. 
BLH  ts  caking  other  action*  on  public  lands  within  cha 
Colorado  River  Basin  to  reduce  sallnlcy.  This  La  In 
confor«ancs  with  tha  Colorado  River  Sallnlcy  Control 
Program  which  was  developed  to  allow  the  upper  batln  scatea 
Co  develop  chelr  coapact  allowed  water  without  ispacclng 
lower   basin  water   users. 

D*4  The    aonltoring    program    for    Muddy   Creek    dlicussed    In    Section 

S.3.2  SDEIS   would  support   tha  water  quellcy  •odallng   study. 
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only  Ton-irie    'c    10   -jo    ^nd  ^e   need   to   ^ave    ill    vie    facts    to   Kind 
,f   ••.70V    •z^^   -o   -r-^-sar*.      T^.e^e    ar->    t  vo  -i^ior   wa-tr    suppliers. 
reser"Ol.r    ij-:p:iars,    tn  qot   z^m  -ja-.-ir    out   of    ths  Colorado   -iiver 
tt   Csweo    —   ■ntfto-i    :rri7«tion   District.      And   JCe   uses    it    as    a 
^acK-io.      30.    It    U    vn   their  beat   ..iterasts.    m   tha  -^atar   and 
■he   -j-ools    -ho   t1ri-<    it    In   the   vails/,    to    Mnd    aue   wna^    to 
»xoect    in    T**    f-itjrs. 

T*'nnK    -'ou. 
MP.     JACXSCN: 

Thantt  you  very  fsuch. 

Mr.  Glen  Miller. 
MR.  CLCN  ."IXLLERi 

My  name  Is  Glen  Miller.   I  live  at  226<  willow  Hood  Road 
in  Grand  Junction.   I'm  a  consultlnq  hydroloqlst  with  about  JO 
years  experience  in  hydroloqy.   My  concern  on  this  project  -- 
oh,  by  the  way.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  supplement  and  for 
reapondlnq  to  tha  concerna  in  this  pjrt  of  the  river  systems. 
On  tha  ortqlnal  draft  there  were  concerna  about  water  quality 
that  really  are  not  adequately  addressed  In  the  original  draft. 
They  were  much  better  In  this  one. 

My  concerns  about  water  quality  are  the  seeialnqly 
continual  small  effects  by  ev.ry  project  that's  In  force 
uostresfe  chat  have  a  ten,  twenty,  thirty,  forty  mllllqram  lUar 
dallterlooB  (phonetic!  effect  on  this  part  of  world.   If  they'r- 
small  enough  nobody  seems  to  get  concerned  about  them.   Some  of 


Q* 5  Dams  are  not  considered  a  point  source  of  salinity  The 
Issue*  of  salt  loading  from  Muddv  Creek  Reservoir  and 
potential  downstream  laltnlcv  Impacts  are  evaluated  tn 
Section  (•  4  3  S  SOCIS  A*  dlsclo*ad.  chare  will  be  a  change 
In  salinity,  but  It  will  be  very  tmall.  The  Colorado  River 
Salinity  Control  Program  waa  a*cabll*hed  to  pernlc 
development  Co  rondnue  In  cha  baeln  wtchouc  lapacclni{  lover 
basin  water  users  or  requiring  project  -  tpec  1  flc  mictjfaclon 
See  -1917  Review  -  Uacer  Quality  Scanderda  for  Sallnlcy  - 
Colorado  River  SyeCam*  prepared  by  Coluredo  River  Be*  In 
Salinity  Control  Torum  Thla  report  concalna  the 
laplemoncatlon  plan  for  cha  salinity  control  program,  and 
waa  adopted  by  each  of  Che  7  basin  states  as  cha  requlrsmenc 
for  crlenntel  review  of  wacer  quallcv  *cand*rd*  for 
compliance  with  Section  )0)  of  the  Clean  Uacer  Act  of  1977 
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»n«  local  p«opltt  ar«  eone«rn«d.   I  thintt  you,  the  fsdttral 
i^anciai,  ?uq!it  io   b«  concvrnad  b«cAu*«  you  Ar«  cn«  only  on«s 
that  can  really  look  tnto  lonq  tarm,  in  t«rTn  of  af;-ct».   Tha 

pravlcus  zzwnmnzoT .    t  iqraa  '^ith  h«r,  that  you  ouohc  to  look 
-.'•ry  C3r*f-Jlly  sc  tha  SL-t  nandatad  *n<i   ilr^ctad  to  ^Ininiia 
salinity  in  -ha  Colorado  7ivar.   Tha  T'^o  For:<t  Z.Z.S.    :la;mi  to 
incraasa  tha  salinity  ac  Camao  -^htch  ia  lort  oC  a  --  t.ie  iali 
waatfiar  aauoa  for  tha  raat  of  tha  vallay.   Canao '  s  a  Jew  -nilaa 
■jpitraa-Ti  from  Grand  Junction.   Thay  claim  to  increasa  c?i* 
salinity  thare  only  17  nilliqrama  per  liter.   I  parsonally  think 
It's  lora  than  that.   This  pcojact  claims  to  increasa  tt  to  22 
milllgrama  par  litar.   This  raflacts  tha  sort  of  --  formally  tha 
'double  whamay*  tha  river's  qettinq  from  trading  fifty  or  ona 
hundred  milli'^ram  par  liter  water  upstream,  up  tha  head  waters, 
CO  transmount  diversions  and  replacin'?  that  with,  as  the  report 
says,  300  milliqram  per  liter  water  out  of  Muddy  Cree'<.   Now, 
the  daca  on    tha  report,  the  basic  daca  that's  qiven  the  public 
to  review,  I  believe  it'a  on  paqe  4-131  --   oh,  that's  the 
analysis  part.   Ona  of  tha  tables.  I  don't  recall  tha  table,  the 
basic  data  indicates  tha  input  La  SOO  nilliqrama.     The  stream 
data  that's  available  estimates  salinity  levels  in  Muddy  Creek 
Heaervotr.   It's  not  clear  lo  the  t-xt  in  that  analysis  of  the 
22  milllqrana  par  liter  effect*  whether  that  takes  into  account 
an  extremely  dry  year  like  1977,  31  or  even  88  where  averaqes 
the  data  you  have  now  you've  7oc-en,  tha  analyists  must  make  an 
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♦  ffort  to  idjust  those  to  *c:o-;nt  for  a  very  dry  year  -^here 
lall-Tity  if  tha  local  ri-f*-r  sl.sys  rises.   :  saw  no  adjustment 
to  t*iat.   :  saw  the  300  nilll?rs«  per  Utsr  analysis,  but  the 
iiaalc  -!ata  said  500  iillllqrams  oer  liter.   I  sjspect  -hat,  3ust 
tha  :ac>  of  tha  envalo-:a  calc-Jiations ,  thst  t^at  salinity  vould 
70  It  l-^sst  30  or  M  -niLliqra?!*  car  liter.   If  ^e  -cox  Lnco 
aceoun*:  ths  500  -nllli^rir!  per  liter  numbers  msisad  ot     300,  then 
I  exD***?-  m  reality  to  ^o    '■.irher  -..tan  that  if  .ou  vers  to  Loox 
into  the  salinity  of  tie  river,  salinity  effects  -lurinq  tha 
year,  i i\m    a  very  dry  year  in  1977,  81  *nd    88.   There's  a 
reference  i.n  the  C.I.S,  this  ls  a  -nlnor  point  buc  it  really 
doesn't  belonq  In  tha  E.I.S.  --  on  paqa  4-131.  tha  writers  ••en 
to  try  to  Justify  this  22  milliqram  liter  Increase  by  saytnq 
that  the  Clanwood  Sorlnqs,  Ootsero  Sprinqs  caused  an  Increasa  of 
110  milUqrams  par  liter.   However,  that  is  the  truth  but, 
that's  been  qotnq  on  in  qeoloqlcal  time  Cor  hundreds  of  million 
of  years. 

They  also  say  that  tha  irrigation  of  tha  Grand  Valley 
locally  adds  144  mllllqrame  per  liter  to  river  salinity.   That 
is  probably  correct,  but  that  has  been  qolnq  on  for  60  or  70 
vears.   There's  a  very  expansive  federal  project  on  salinity 
control  qolnq  on  In  this  valley  to  mltlqate  that.  The  concern 
here  Ls  not  that  144  milllqrams  per  liter  because  that's 
downstream  from  our  headqates.   Those  comparisons,  they  don't 
belonq  In  tha  E.I.S..   That  Is  ray  personal  opinion. 


Q>7  ^*  nuabars  used  for  cospartson  were  provided  to  establish 
tha  order  of  aasnltuda  of  Che  projacted  Increase  aa  related 
to  natural  processes  and  other  sourcaa. 


Q*3    ^**  R**ponsa  to  Coanenc  D-7. 
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Thofl«  «r«  ly  vain  poir.ti,  ch«  fact  that  th*  tradc-oCf  in 
wacar  Is  prooably  :i««<i«<i  in  tMs  part  of  -4orld.  juc  £h« 
;rad«-'3ef  In  lalinit/  la  ana  jf  thaaa  incraaancai  niciial  and 
dlrw  thinqa.   Two  auarta  to   30  villi^raAa  par  licac  this 
-rf^I^c..  20  oc  30  **ia  -laxc  ?ro?ac^.  23  or  40,  and  futura 
?aiarsclona  in  th«  vailay,  t-^ar.c/.  fifty,  on*  ?iundrad  yaara  froia 
".ow  art  r^ail/  70in^  '.9  i'i''«r  'rom  lon^  zmcn   vCfacts  of  thia 
'34-;aua«  "^sat  9f  '^a  -liffu  ara  in  placa  ird  m  oaaration. 
SallniZ'/  19  al.'^oat  inpoaai^Ia  :o  chan?*.   Thara'a  a  qraac 
dltcutsLon  Ln  thara  on  phoapharoua  ind  aoxa  of  tria  nutclanta  Ln 
tha  raaarvoLr  propoaa^  to  ba  controllad  auch  aaalar  than 
SALlnicy  and,  in  fact.  I  doubt  If  th«y  would  --  if  that  affact 
would  avan  fait  by  tha  tin*  tha  watar  gata  down  to  hara  In  thia 
part  of  tha  vallay. 

Aqaln.  thank  you  for  tha  haarinq.   I  would  lika  to  ranlnd 
you  that  you  do  hava  an  opportunity  to  look  this  ovar  and  hava 
sona  raalty  lonq  ter^  poiltiva  affacta  on  thia  part  of  rlvar.   Z 
would  highly  racomiand  that  you  look  vary  earafully  at  that 
daelslon  about  tha  prafarrad  aitarnatlva.   Rock  Creak  varaua 
Huddy  Craak.   Tha  stAtamant  of  tha  E.I.S.  sayi  that  thara  would 
ba  aaaantlally  no  dtffaranea  in  aalinlty  if  Rock  Craak  wara 
built  instaad  of  Huddy  Craa<^. 
MR.  JACFSONi 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Millar. 

Mr.  Dou9  Holllnq.  ta  that  corract? 


Comment  Letter  0 


Response 
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MR.   koll:nci 

'4v  lama  is  Oou?  Hollmq.  I  U'/a  at  2698  Concinancit 
Orlwa  In  Grand  Jjnctior .  I'-a  hara  for  pnvata  citizana  and 
•oaaking  ?or  ayaalf.   Thank  you  for  •..''.a  opportunity  to  spaak. 

:'it  ^lara  baci-iaa  :'ii  :oncarrad  st>out  ialinit/  afSacc* 
also.   5oth  to  Icmaaiic  vatar  ji;Dn;:si,  Clifton  and  'Jta  and  alio 
to  9ona  3f  tia  cr50i  •..-at  ^a'ra  arcwt-o  .n    tha  vallay  that  hava 
l^ii  »«lt  pr-rol*'"*  ■"sn  **  -ii-rht  Ilea  to  tao  and  what  is  goinq 
to  hapoan  '.s   t.t^w  :*  t-"  fjsjra. 

It  looka  to  Tia  ilka  tha  Rock  Craak  slta  would  raally  ba  a 
lot  batter  Slta.   This  roulJ  ba  ona  of  thoaa  thinga  that  for  a 
chanqa  wa'd  hava  sonathin?  t^^at  would  imorova  down  hara  instaad 
of  fatting  worsa  which  saavs  to  happen  In  moat  other  projacea. 
Thank  you.   That's  all  t  h»vm    to  say.   Thank  you. 
KR.  JACKSON  I 

Art  thara  any  other  Individuals  praaant  that  would  like 
to  make  a  oraaantst ion? 

Alt  right.   I'd  Ilka  to  remind  you  then  that  public 
coMnants  period  on  tha  Supplaiaantal  Draft  Cnvlronnental 
Stjcanent  -'ill  stay  open  until  Noveiiber  2S,  1968.   Written 
coaventa  In  addition  to  what  you  ^»vm   given  tonight  can  be 
eddreased  to  tha  addreaaea  given  earlier.   I'd  lika  to  thank  all 
of  you  for  coaling  ard  those  of  you  who  spoke. 

T^lf  hearing  la  now  closed. 
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8.0   COORDINATION  AND  CONSULTATION 


The  scope  of  environmental  issues  to  be  addressed  in  this  Environmen- 
tal Impact  Statement  and  the  alternatives  for  analysis  were  developed  in 
close  coordination  with  numerous  agencies  and  individuals.   Attempts  to 
inform  and  involve  the  public  were  directed  to  all  groups  which  might  have 
an  interest  in  either  the  Rock  Creek  or  Muddy  Creek  alternative.   A  list  of 
preparers  was  included  in  the  DEIS  and  SDEIS  and  is  not  repeated  here. 

Consultation  and  coordination  have  included  pre-scoping  and  public 
scoping  meetings,  meetings  on  issues  and  status  of  the  environmental 
statement  and  mitigation  planning  with  interested  Federal  and  State  agen- 
cies as  well  as  public  meetings  on  the  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  and  public  hearings 
on  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  (SDEIS) .   A  synopsis  for  each  public  scoping 
meeting  was  prepared  and  circulated  to  cooperating  and  interested  agencies. 
A  transcript  for  each  public  meeting  on  the  DEIS  and  public  hearing  on  the 
SDEIS  was  prepared.   The  list  of  issues  in  Section  1.2.4  is  a  direct  result 
of  the  scoping  process.   The  following  specific  coordination  and 
consultation  activities  have  taken  place. 


Summer  1985 


Pre-scoping  meetings  between  Forest  Service  and 
interested  Federal  and  State  agencies  (including 
those  considered  as  candidates  for  cooperating 
agency  involvement) . 


Public  scoping  meeting  in  Kremmling,  Colorado, 
Public  scoping  meeting  in  Yampa,  Colorado. 


July  31,  1985  -  -  - 

August  1,  1985-  -  - 

August  2,  1985-  -  -  -  Public  scoping  meeting  in  Denver,  Colorado. 

September  3-5,  1985 


September  10,  1985- 


EIS  coordination  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 
Colorado  with  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) ,  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS) ,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA),  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
(COE),  and  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  (CDOW) . 

Meeting  in  Denver  with  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
representatives  of  Boyle  Engineering  (under  contract 
to  Colorado  Water  Resources  and  Power  Development 
Authority)  to  discuss  hydrologic  and  reservoir 
operation  modeling. 

September  26,  1985-  -  Wildlife  Work  Group  meetings  in  Kremmling,  Colorado, 

and  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado,  with  BLM,  USFWS, 
COE,  and  CDOW. 


September  27,  1985- 
October  9,  1985  -  • 


EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs,  with  BLM. 

Final  scope  of  work  for  EIS  distributed  to  cooperat- 
ing agencies  for  review  and  comment. 
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October  10,  1985-  - 


November  25,  1985 


January  9,  1986  - 


Special  scoping  meeting  in  Frisco,  Colorado,  for 
representatives  of  the  Denver  Water  Board  and  Metro- 
politan Water  Providers. 

Wildlife  Work  Group  meeting  in  Kremraling,  Colorado, 
with  USFWS,  BLM,  COE,  and  CDOW. 

EIS  coordination  meeting  oh  recreation  issues  in 
Yampa,  Colorado,  with  BLM. 


January  10,  1986-  -  -  EIS  management  meeting  in  Yampa,  Colorado,  with  BLM. 

February  10-11,  1986-  EIS  coordination  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  USFWS,  BLM,  COE,  EPA,  CDOW,  and  Grand 
County . 

March  27,  1986-  -  -  -  404  Permit,  wetlands,  and  mitigation  meeting  with  COE 

in  Grand  Junction,  Colorado. 

May  6,  1986  EIS  coordination  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  BLM. 

May  20,  1986 Wildlife  Work  Group  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  USFWS,  BLM,  and  CDOW. 

May  25,  1986 Meeting  with  Denver  Water  Board  representatives  in 

Denver,  Colorado,  on  Blue  River  exchange  hydrology. 

June  20,  1986  -  -  -  -  EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  BLM. 

July  22,  1986  -  -  -  -  EIS  coordination  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  BLM  and  EPA. 

August  27,  1986  -  -  -  EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  BLM. 

October  1,  1986  -  -  -  Distribution  of  preliminary  draft  of  Chapters  1-4  of 

EIS  to  cooperating  agencies  (and  EPA  and  CDOW)  for 
review. 

October  29,  1986-  -  -  Wildlife  Work  Group  meeting  on  mitigation  issues  in 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado,  with  BLM,  USFWS,  COE, 
EPA,  and  CDOW. 


October  30,  1986- 

October  31,  1986- 
December  1,  1986- 


Mitigation  issues  field  trip  in  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy 
Creek  drainages  to  assess  mitigation  potential  of 
various  sites  with  BLM,  USFWS,  COE,  EPA,  and  CDOW. 

EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 
Colorado,  with  BLM. 

EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 
Colorado,  with  BLM. 
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December  16,  1986  - 


December  31,  1986  - 


January  28,  1987- 


Mitigation  issues  and  alternatives  meeting  in  Grand 
Junction,  Colorado,  with  BLM,  USFWS,  COE,  and  CDOW. 

Meeting  with  BLM  regional  hydrologists  at  Muddy  Creek 
to  discuss  channel  stability  concerns. 

Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  Board 
meeting  in  Silver  Creek,  Colorado  (open  to  public). 
A  summary  of  EIS  issues,  impacts,  and  proposed 
mitigation  for  both  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy  Creek 
alternatives  was  presented. 

February  4,  1987-  -  -  Meeting  on  mitigation  alternatives  in  Grand  Junction, 

Colorado,  with  BLM,  USFWS,  COE,  and  CDOW. 

February  9-10,  1987  -  EIS  management  meetings  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  BLM. 

February  10,  1987  -  -  Meeting  on  mitigation  alternatives  in  Kremmling, 

Colorado,  with  BLM,  USFWS,  and  CDOW. 

May  5-6,  1987  -  -  -  -  EIS  management  meetings  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  BLM. 

May  28,  1987 Joint  USES  and  BLM  visit  to  Rock  Creek  and  Muddy 

Creek  sites. 

May  28,  1987 Meeting  with  representatives  of  Trout  Unlimited  to 

discuss  Rock  Creek  mitigation  and  visit  Egeria  Creek. 

May  29,  1987 EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs, 

Colorado,  with  BLM. 

July  9,  1987 Meeting  and  site  visit  on  mitigation  measures  with 

River  District,  BLM,  COE,  USFWS,  and  CDOW. 

August  25,  1987  -  -  -  Meeting  to  discuss  proposed  mitigation  measures. 

Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado,  with  BLM,  USFWS,  COE 
and  others . 


August  26,  1987  -  - 

October  2,  1987  -  - 

October  6,  1987  -  - 

October  7,  1987  -  - 

October  8,  1987  -  - 

October  23,  1987-  - 

November  23,  1987  - 


Distribution  of  DEIS  for  public  and  agency  review. 

Public  meeting  on  DEIS,  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado. 

Public  meeting  on  DEIS,  Denver,  Colorado, 

Public  meeting  on  DEIS,  Kremmling,  Colorado. 

Public  meeting  on  DEIS,  Yampa,  Colorado. 

USFS  meeting  with  EPA  in  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado. 

EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado, 
with  BLM. 
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December  30,  1987  - 

January  5,  1988  -  - 

February  2,  1988-  - 

February  16,  1988  - 

March  10,  1988-  -  - 

March  14,  1988-  -  - 

April  19,  1988-  -  - 

April  20,  1988-  -  - 

May  25,  1988-  -  -  - 


June  30,  1988  -  ■ 

August  15,  1988  ■ 

October  3,  1988  ■ 

October  4,  1988  ■ 

October  5,  1988  • 

October  5,  1988  ■ 

October  6,  1988  ■ 
October  6,  1988  ■ 

October  26,  1988 


USFS  and  BLM  meeting  in  Denver,  Colorado,  with 
Department  of  Interior  Office  of  Environmental  Project 
Review  and  COE,  USBR  and  EPA. 

Coordination  meeting  between  USFS  and  BLM  in  Steamboat 
Springs,  Colorado. 

Mitigation  meeting  in  Grand  Junction,  Colorado, 
with  USFVS,  CDOW,  Colorado  National  Heritage 
Program,  COE  and  BLM. 

EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado, 
with  BLM. 

USFS  and  BLM  meeting  with  USDI  Office  of  Environmental 
Project  Review  in  Denver,  Colorado. 

USFS  meeting  with  BLM  on  Supplementary  Data  Report  in 
Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado. 

USFS/EPA  water  quality  work  group  meeting  in 
Denver,  Colorado,  to  discuss  Blue  River  modeling. 

BLM  meeting  in  Kremraling,  Colorado,  for  rafting 
interests. 

Meeting  on  Muddy  Creek  recreation  plan/facilities 
in  Kremmling,  Colorado,  with  CDOW,  Colorado 
Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation,  USFWS, 
and  Grand  County. 

Meeting  to  discuss  comments  on  Supplementary  Draft 
EIS  in  Kremmling,  Colorado,  with  USFWS,  CDOW,  COE 
and  USBR. 

Distribution  of  SDEIS  for  public  and  agency  review. 

Public  hearing  on  SDEIS,  Denver,  Colorado. 

Public  hearing  on  SDEIS,  Kremmling,  Colorado. 

Public  hearing  on  SDEIS,  Oak  Creek,  Colorado. 

BLM  and  USFS  coordination  meeting  with  USBR  in  Yampa, 
Colorado . 

Public  hearing  on  SDEIS,  Grand  Junction,  Colorado. 

Meeting  on  mitigation  plan  with  USFWS,  EPA,  CDOW,  COE 
and  USBR  in  Grand  Junction,  Colorado. 

Biological  Assessment  submitted  for  informal  review 
to  USFS. 
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November  21,  1988 

November  28,  1988 

January  9,  1989  - 

January  10,  1989- 
January  24,  1989- 

February  2,  1989- 

March  9,  1989  -  - 

March  9-10,  1989- 
April  13,  1989-  - 
April  21,  1989-  - 


-  -  BLM  and  USPS  meeting  with  EPA,  USFWS  and  COE  on 
mitigation  issues  in  Denver,  Colorado. 

-  -  BLM  and  USPS  EIS  management  meeting,  with  USER  in 
Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado. 

-  -  BLM  and  USFS  meeting  on  mitigation  plan  with  USFWS, 
EPA,  COE  and  CDOW  in  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado. 

-  -  EIS  management  meeting  in  Steamboat  Springs,  Colorado. 

-  -  Revised  Biological  Assessment  submitted  to  USFWS  for 
formal  consultation. 

-  -  BLM  and  USFWS  meeting  with  USFWS,  EPA  and  CDOW  on 
mitigation  plan  in  Denver,  Colorado. 

-  -  BLM  and  USFS  meeting  with  USFWS,  EPA,  COE,  USBR  and 
CDOW  on  mitigation  plan  in  Lakewood,  Colorado. 

-  -  EIS  management  meeting,  with  USBR. 

-  -  BLM  and  USFWS  meeting  on  Biological  Opinion. 

-  -  BLM,  USFWS,  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources, 

Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board  meeting  with 
Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  on 
Biological  Opinion  and  mitigation  plan. 

May  4,  1989  BLM,  USFWS,  USBR  meeting  with  Colorado  River  Water 

Conservation  District  on  Biological  Opinion  (fish). 

May  16,  1989 BLM,  USFWS,  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board, 

Colorado  Water  Congress  meeting  with  Colorado  River 
Water  Conservation  District  on  Biological  Opinion 
(fish). 

May  24,  1989 BLM,  USFWS,  Colorado  Water  Congress  meeting  with 

Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  on 
Biological  Opinion  (fish) . 

May  30,  1989 BLM,  USFWS,  COE,  EPA,  meeting  to  discuss  wetlands 

issues 

June  5,  1989 BLM,  USFWS,  Colorado  Water  Congress  meeting  with 

Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  on 
Biological  Opinion  (fish). 


June  12,  1989  - 


August  1,  1989- 


BLM,  USFWS,  Colorado  Water  Congress  meeting  with 
Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  on 
Biological  Opinion  (fish) . 

BLM,  USFWS,  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation 
District  meeting  on  Biological  Opinion  (plant) . 
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September  1,  1989  -  -  BLM,  COE,  CDOW  meeting  on  jurisdictional 

wetlands  survey. 

September  12,  1989-  -  BLM,  USFS,  USBR  meeting  to  review  draft  FEIS  and 

Muddy  Creek  mitigation  plan. 

November  8,  1989-  -  -  BLM  and  USFS  meeting  to  review  USFS  conments  on 

FEIS. 

November  20,  1989  -  -  BLM  and  COE  meeting  to  review  results  of 

jurisdictional  wetlands  survey. 


8-6 


8.0   COORDINATION  AND  CONSULTATION 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


Page 
Coordination  and  Consultation 8-1 


9.0    LIST  OF  AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS,  AND  PERSONS  TO  WHOM 
COPIES  OF  THE  STATEMENT  ARE  SENT 


U.  S.  Congress  -  Colorado 

Honorable  William  Armstrong 
Honorable  Hank  Brown 
Honorable  Ben  Nighthorse  Campbell 
Honorable  Joel  Hefley 
Honorable  Dan  Schaefer 
Honorable  Patricia  Schroeder 
Honorable  David  Skaggs 
Honorable  Tim  Wirth 


Federal  Agencies 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Department  of  Agriculture 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  Defense  -  Corps  of  Engineers 

Omaha  District 

Sacramento  District 
Department  of  Energy 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Division  of  Environmental  Compliance 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Geological  Survey 

National  Park  Service 

Natural  Resource  Library 
Department  of  Transportation 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Denver,  Colorado) 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Washington,  DC) 


State  of  Colorado 

Colorado  Governor's  Office,  Director,  Intergovernmental  Relations 

Colorado  State  Clearinghouse 

Colorado  State  Historical  Preservation  Officer 

Colorado  Water  Resource  and  Power  Development  Authority 

Department  of  Health 

Air  Pollution  Control  Division 
Water  Quality  Control  Division 
Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation 
Colorado  Geological  Survey 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
Division  of  Water  Resources 
Division  of  Wildlife 
State  Historical  Society  of  Colorado 
State  Planning  Coordinator 

(Department  of  Local  Affairs  -  Colorado  Division  of  Planning) 
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Other  Government  Entities 

Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District 

Grand  County  Regional  Planning  Department 

Grand  County  Water  and  Sanitation  District  No, 

Kremmllng  Area  Development  Association 

Kremmllng  Sanitation  District 

Mesa  County  Water  Association 

Middle  Park  Water  Conservancy  District 

Northern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District 

Northwest  Colorado  Council  of  Governments 

Orchard  Mesa  Irrigation  District 

Routt  County  Regional  Planning  Department 

Western  Area  Power  Administration 

Wyoming  Water  Development  Commission 


Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Eagle  County 
Grand  County 
Routt  County 
Sununlt  County 


Cities  and  Towns 
Town  of  Granby 
Town  of  Grand  Junction 
Town  of  Grand  Lake 
Town  of  Hot  Sulphur  Springs 
Town  of  Kremmllng 
Town  of  Yampa 


Conservation  and  Environmental  Entitles 
Audubon  Society 

Colorado  Archaeological  Society 
Colorado  Environmental  Coalition 
Colorado  Wildlife  Federation 
Environmental  Defense  Fund 
Friends  of  the  Earth 
National  Wildlife  Federation 
Nature  Conservancy 
Northwest  River  Alliance 
Sierra  Club 

The  Wilderness  Society 
Trout  Unlimited 
Wilderness  Society  -  Denver 
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Colorado  Newspapers 
Daily  Sentinel 
Denver  Post 
Glenwood  Post 
High  Country  News 
Middle  Park  Times 
Rocky  Mountan  News 
Sky  Hi  News 
Steamboat  Pilot 


Educational  Institutions 

Colorado  State  University 
University  of  Colorado 


Others 

Bambi  Enterprises 

Benton  Land  and  Livestock  Company 

Browns te in,  Hyatt,  Farber  and  Madden 

Colorado  Float  Fishers 

Colorado  River  Outfitters 

Colorado-Ute  Electrical  Association 

Cones toga  Ranch 

Delaney  and  Balcomb  P.C. 

Denver  Water  Board 

Grand  River  Ranch 

Grand  River  Ranch  Corporation 

Homestake  Mining  Co. 

Joni  Ellis  River  Tours 

Louisiana  Pacific 

Musick  and  Cope 

National  Organization  for  River  Sports 

Natural  Energy  Resources  Corporation 

Northwest  River  Alliance 

Poulsen,  O'Dell  and  Peterson 

Ritschard  Cattle  Company 

Taussig  Ranch,  Inc. 

Trans -Mountain  Hydro  Corp. 

Tri  State  Generation  and  Transmission  Association 

Western  River  Guides  Association 

Williams,  Turner  and  Holmes 


INDIVIDUALS 

Ruth  Beckley 
Mark  Bernhardt 
Tilman  Bishop 
Barbara  Blackshear 
Jim  Blugerman 
Paul  Bonnefield 
John  Browne 
Steve  Butler 
J .  J .  Cebula 
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Charles  Cole 

Sally  Cole 

John  Courtney 

Howard  Cox 

Richard  and  M.  Curry 

Steven  Dovms 

Dennis  Ferriman 

Tim  Foster 

Tom  Gagnon 

Kit  Haddow 

W.  E.  Haggerty 

Pamela  Hain 

Gary  Hill 

George  Hill 

Glenda  Hill 

Linda  Hill 

Tom  Hill 

Joan  Hoffman 

Ruth  Hutchins 

Ingrid  Karlstrom 

Peter  Lagerman 

James  Linville 

Stephen  Lundy 

Al  Marlowe 

Pamela  E.  Martin 

David  Mateer 

Phil  McCrury 

Jack  McElroy 

Glen  Miller 

Claus  Muhlbauer 

Gene  Newell 

Katharine  Newton 

Bernice  Overholt 

Al  Permut 

Mary  Jean  Perry 

Rex  Peterson 

James  Phelps 

Paul  Powers 

John  Randolph 

Fred  Rasraussen 

William  Rayner 

Claudia  Rector 

Vicki  Rosenzweig 

Charles  Russell 

Jacqueline  Saputo 

Rodney  Scarpella 

Jane  Schleimer 

John  Spezia 

Sidney  Spiegel 

Kim  Vacariu 

T,  B.  Washburne 

Dave  Wattenberg 
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Information  Copy  for  Public  Review  (Libraries) 
Colorado  State  University  Library 
Craig  Moffat  County  Library 
Denver  Public  Library 
Fraser  Valley  Library 
Grand  County  Public  Library 
Jackson  County  Public  Library 
University  of  Colorado  Library 
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Denver  Water  Board:   Summary- [ii- iii] ,  l-[3-5],  1-11,  1-19,  1-23,  2-5 

Environmental  Impacts:   Summary- iii,  Summary- [iv-v] ,  1- [10-11],  1- [27-32], 
3-[l-4],  4-[2-8].  5-1 

Environmental  Issues:   Summary- iii,  1-5 

Fisheries:   Summary-iv,  1-33,  3-3 

Grazing:   Summary-i,  1-1,  l-[33-35],  2-9,  2-13,  3-[l-2],  3-4,  4-8 

Green  Mountain  Reservoir:   Summary-ii,  l-[3-5],  1-18,  2-3,  2-5,  2-8,  5-2 

Habitat  Evaluation  Procedure  (HEP):   2-12,  2-15,  3-4 

Ins tream  Flow:   l-[19-20],  1-23,  2-[5-6],  2-6,  3-4,  4-[3-6],  5-2 

Land  Ownership:   1-18,  2-3 

Land  Use:   Summary-i,  Summary- iv,  1-1,  1-6,  l-[33-34] 

Land  Use  Plans:   1-10,  2-21 

Metro  Denver  EIS:   1-5 

Metro  Denver  Lease:   l-[19-20],  1-23,  2-3,  2-5,  2-[8-9],  Appendix  A 

Mitigation  Measures:   Summary-v,  1-27,  5-1 

Muddy  Creek  Site  A:   1-7,  2-8,  2-14,  2-21 
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No-Action  Alternative:   Summary-iv,  Sununary-vi,  1-[10-11],  1-33 

Oil  Shale:   Summary-ii,  1-4,  1-10,  1-19,  1-23 

Recreation  Facilities:   1-13.  1-17,  3-[l-2],  3-4,  4-7 

Reservoir,  Functional  Values:   2- [9-12],  3-1 

Reservoir  Operations:   Sunnnary-iv,  1-6,  1-18,  1-20,  1-23,  2-5,  2-8,  5-2 

Right-of-Way:   Summary-i,  1-1,  1-4,  1-10,  1-33 

Rock  Creek  Reservoir  Alternative:   Summary- [v,vi] ,  1-23,  1-27,  1-33,  2-5, 
3-1 

Scoping:   Summary-iii,  1-5,  1-7,  1-9 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Fish  Species:   1- [19-20],  3- [2-4],  4- [1-3] 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Plant  Species:   Summary-iv,  1-6,  3- [1-4],  4-1,  4- 
[6-9] 

U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers:   Summary-i,  1-1,  1-5,  2-9,  2-15,  2-21,  3-1 

USDA  Forest  Service:   Summary- [ i-iv] ,  Summary-vi,  1-1,  l-[3-5],  1-10, 
1-[13-14],  1-33.  2-3,  2-[5-6],  2-15,  2-21,  5-[l-2] 

USDI  Bureau  of  Land  Management:   Summary- [ i-iv] ,  Summary-vi,  1-1,  1-20,  1- 
33,  2-8,  2-[12-13],  3-1,  4-1,  4-8,  5-[l-2],  Appendix  B 

USDI  Bureau  of  Reclamation:   Summary- [ i-ii] ,  1-1,  l-[3-5],  1-[18-19],  2-3, 
2-5,  2-8,  4-1.  4-4,  5-1 

USDI  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service:   Summary- [ i-ii] .  1-1,  l-[19-20],  2-3,  2-15, 
3-4,  3-6,  4-[l-8],  Appendix  A 

USDI  Geological  Survey:   2-13,  2-21,  3-3,  3-6 

Vegetation,  Riparian:   Summary-iv,  1-6,  2- [12-13].  2-21,  3-3 

Visual  Resource  Management:   Summary-i,  1-1,  1- [33-35] 

West  Slope  Demand:   Summary-ii,  1-4,  1-9,  1-23,  2-9 

Wetlands:   Summary-iv,  1-33,  2-[9-12],  2-[14-15],  2-21,  3-[l-4],  4-5,  5-2 

Wetlands,  Jurisdictional  Survey:   2- [9-10],  2-12,  2-15,  3-1 

Wildlife:   Summary-i,  Summary-iv,  1-1,  1-3,  1-6,  l-[33-35],  2-9.  2-[12-15]. 
3-[l-4] ,  4-1 

Williams  Fork  Reservoir:   Summary-ii,  1-4,  1-9,  1-11,  1-19,  2-3,  2-5,  2-8 

Windy  Gap  Project:   Summary- [ iii- iv] .  1-4.  l-[6-10] 
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Monthly  Hydrologic  Data  -  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 

Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand 

and  Releases  for  15 -Mile  Reach 
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Biological  Opinion 
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TABLE  A.l 
Muddy  Creek  Reservoir- -Discharge  Summary 

Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service   Draft  MOU 

Summary  Table 


7/13/89 


MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 


WATER 
YEAR 


INFLOW 

TO 

RES 


-METRO  DENVER  LEASE-- | 
FLOW    DIFF  PERCENT 
BELOW      IN  CHANGE 
RES    FLOW 


CFS 


CFS 


CFS 


COL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

OCT 

77 

12 

-64 

-84 

NOV 

61 

62 

2 

3 

DEC 

35 

37 

2 

4 

JAN 

53 

55 

2 

3 

FEB 

50 

51 

2 

3 

MAR 

29 

30 

2 

5 

1962   APR 

539 

439 

-100 

-19 

MAY 

536 

534 

-1 

-0 

JUN 

238 

235 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

108 

107 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

59 

65 

6 

10 

SEP 

31 

85 

54 

174 

OCT 

0 

12 

12 

1000* 

NOV 

0 

13 

13 

1000* 

DEC 

0 

13 

13 

1000* 

JAN 

34 

35 

2 

5 

FEB 

47 

48 

2 

4 

MAR 

77 

78 

2 

2 

1963   APR 

110 

112 

2 

1 

MAY 

144 

40 

-104 

-72 

JUN 

38 

35 

-3 

-8 

JUL 

17 

71 

54 

316 

AUG 

33 

165 

132 

394 

SEP 

2 

120 

118 

5832 

OCT 

16 

154 

139 

882 

NOV 

28 

29 

2 

6 

DEC 

22 

24 

2 

7 

JAN 

21 

23 

2 

7 

FEB 

23 

24 

2 

8 

MAR 

27 

29 

2 

6 

1964   APR 

80 

81 

2 

2 

MAY 

201 

12 

-189 

-94 

JUN 

151 

10 

-141 

-93 

JUL 

58 

62 

4 

7 

AUG 

87 

138 

51 

59 

SEP 

12 

237 

224 

1825 

1000*  actual  value  equal  to  infinity 


A. 1-1 
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MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 


1  - -METRO 

DENVER 

LEASE- -I 

WATER 

INFLOW 

FLOW 

DIFF 

PERCENT 

YEAR 

TO 

BELOW 

IN 

CHANGE 

RES 

RES 

FLOW 

CFS 

CFS 

CFS 

% 

COL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

OCT 

18 

50 

32 

176 

NOV 

23 

24 

2 

7 

DEC 

19 

20 

2 

8 

JAN 

17 

19 

2 

9 

FEB 

18 

20 

2 

10 

MAR 

15 

17 

2 

10 

1965   APR 

134 

135 

2 

1 

MAY 

347 

12 

-336 

-97 

JUN 

349 

233 

-116 

-33 

JUL 

97 

96 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

99 

100 

1 

1 

SEP 

57 

112 

54 

94 

OCT 

60 

63 

2 

4 

NOV 

54 

56 

2 

3 

DEC 

26 

28 

2 

6 

JAN 

44 

45 

2 

4 

FEB 

30 

31 

2 

6 

MAR 

64 

66 

2 

2 

1966   APR 

77 

78 

2 

2 

MAY 

109 

43 

-66 

-61 

JUN 

15 

16 

1 

4 

JUL 

5 

26 

21 

409 

AUG 

4 

80 

77 

2134 

SEP 

15 

87 

72 

475 

OCT 

40 

42 

2 

5 

NOV 

43 

44 

2 

4 

DEC 

25 

27 

2 

6 

JAN 

24 

25 

2 

7 

FEB 

32 

34 

2 

5 

MAR 

80 

81 

2 

2 

1967   APR 

100 

101 

2 

2 

MAY 

154 

12 

-142 

-92 

JUN 

180 

133 

-47 

-26 

JUL 

59 

57 

-1 

-2 

AUG 

49 

125 

76 

154 

SEP 

47 

144 

97 

208 

1000*  actual  value  equal  to  infinity 


A. 1-2 
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MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 

I --METRO  DENVER  LEASE- -| 
WATER   INFLOW         FLOW    DIFF  PERCENT 
YEAR       TO        BELOW      IN   CHANGE 
RES  RES    FLOW 


CFS 


CFS 


CFS 


% 
4 


COL 


1968 


1969 


1970 


OCT 

31 

103 

72 

229 

NOV 

38 

40 

2 

4 

DEC 

35 

36 

2 

4 

JAN 

46 

48 

2 

3 

FEB 

52 

53 

2 

3 

MAR 

49 

50 

2 

3 

APR 

99 

101 

2 

2 

MAY 

209 

12 

-198 

-94 

JUN 

280 

221 

-59 

-21 

JUL 

94 

93 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

113 

113 

1 

0 

SEP 

51 

105 

54 

106 

OCT 

45 

47 

2 

5 

NOV 

64 

66 

2 

2 

DEC 

54 

55 

2 

3 

JAN 

49 

51 

2 

3 

FEB 

47 

49 

2 

4 

MAR 

52 

53 

2 

3 

APR 

161 

96 

-65 

-40 

MAY 

190 

189 

-1 

-1 

JUN 

144 

141 

-3 

-2 

JUL 

68 

67 

-1 

-2 

AUG 

17 

23 

6 

34 

SEP 

27 

81 

54 

204 

OCT 

76 

79 

2 

3 

NOV 

61 

62 

2 

3 

DEC 

57 

59 

2 

3 

JAN 

60 

62 

2 

3 

FEB 

48 

50 

2 

4 

MAR 

63 

64 

2 

2 

APR 

159 

160 

2 

1 

MAY 

494 

423 

-71 

-14 

JUN 

348 

345 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

125 

123 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

74 

80 

6 

8 

SEP 

28 

82 

54 

191 

1000*  actual  value  equal  to  infinity 


A. 1-3 
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MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 


1  - -METRO 

DENVER 

LEASE-- 1 

WATER 

INFLOW 

FLOW 

DIFF 

PERCENT 

YEAR 

TO 

BELOW 

IN 

CHANGE 

RES 

RES 

FLOW 

CFS 

CFS 

CFS 

% 

COL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

OCT 

99 

101 

2 

2 

NOV 

107 

108 

2 

1 

DEC 

85 

87 

2 

2 

JAN 

84 

86 

2 

2 

FEB 

100 

101 

2 

2 

MAR 

110 

112 

2 

1 

1971   APR 

145 

74 

-71 

-49 

MAY 

212 

210 

-1 

-1 

JUN 

306 

303 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

319 

318 

-1 

-0 

AUG 

153 

159 

6 

4 

SEP 

120 

174 

54 

45 

OCT 

63 

65 

2 

4 

NOV 

44 

45 

2 

4 

DEC 

55 

57 

2 

3 

JAN 

28 

30 

2 

5 

FEB 

44 

46 

2 

4 

MAR 

78 

79 

2 

2 

1972   APR 

123 

125 

2 

1 

MAY 

277 

206 

-71 

-26 

JUN 

262 

259 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

71 

75 

4 

6 

AUG 

41 

47 

6 

14 

SEP 

39 

93 

54 

139 

OCT 

55 

58 

2 

4 

NOV 

39 

41 

2 

4 

DEC 

17 

19 

2 

9 

JAN 

11 

13 

2 

22 

FEB 

9 

13 

4 

49 

MAR 

14 

15 

2 

11 

1973   APR 

107 

108 

2 

1 

MAY 

451 

371 

-80 

-18 

JUN 

298 

295 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

148 

147 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

89 

90 

1 

1 

SEP 

37 

91 

54 

145 

1000*  actual  value  equal  to  infinity 


A. 1-4 
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MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 


WATER 
YEAR 


INFLOW 

TO 

RES 


--METRO  DENVER  LEASE- -| 

FLOW  DIFF  PERCENT 

BELOW  IN  CHANGE 

RES  FLOW 


CFS 


CFS 


CFS 


COL 


OCT 

37 

39 

2 

6 

NOV 

48 

50 

2 

3 

DEC 

47 

49 

2 

3 

JAN 

48 

49 

2 

3 

FEB 

40 

42 

2 

4 

MAR 

80 

82 

2 

2 

1974   APR 

143 

145 

2 

1 

MAY 

467 

401 

-66 

-14 

JUN 

225 

222 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

110 

109 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

54 

59 

6 

11 

SEP 

7 

63 

56 

750 

OCT 

45 

47 

2 

5 

NOV 

52 

53 

2 

3 

DEC 

37 

39 

2 

4 

JAN 

30 

32 

2 

5 

FEB 

38 

40 

2 

5 

MAR 

48 

49 

2 

3 

1975   APR 

99 

100 

2 

2 

MAY 

330 

257 

-73 

-22 

JUN 

394 

391 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

122 

121 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

78 

84 

6 

8 

SEP 

36 

90 

54 

149 

OCT 

49 

51 

2 

4 

NOV 

58 

60 

2 

3 

DEC 

68 

69 

2 

2 

JAN 

60 

62 

2 

3 

FEB 

57 

58 

2 

3 

MAR 

83 

84 

2 

2 

1976   APR 

130 

131 

2 

1 

MAY 

292 

220 

-71 

-24 

JUN 

132 

129 

-3 

-2 

JUL 

56 

55 

-1 

-2 

AUG 

54 

60 

6 

11 

SEP 

31 

85 

54 

174 

1000*  actual  value  equal  to  infinity 


A. 1-5 
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MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 


1  - -METRO 

DENVER 

LEASE- -I 

WATER 

INFLOW 

FLOW 

DIFF 

PERCENT 

YEAR 

TO 

BELOW 

IN 

CHANGE 

RES 

RES 

FLOW 

CFS 

CFS 

CFS 

% 

COL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

OCT 

39 

41 

2 

6 

NOV 

31 

33 

2 

5 

DEC 

49 

51 

2 

3 

JAN 

10 

13 

3 

27 

FEB 

30 

32 

2 

6 

MAR 

32 

34 

2 

5 

1977   APR 

88 

90 

2 

2 

MAY 

67 

69 

1 

2 

JUN 

14 

15 

1 

5 

JUL 

16 

211 

195 

1184 

AUG 

27 

331 

303 

1112 

SEP 

17 

21 

4 

21 

OCT 

36 

38 

2 

6 

NOV 

32 

34 

2 

5 

DEC 

24 

26 

2 

6 

JAN 

39 

41 

2 

4 

FEB 

40 

42 

2 

4 

MAR 

72 

73 

2 

2 

1978   APR 

183 

185 

2 

1 

MAY 

415 

12 

-403 

-97 

JUN 

395 

196 

-199 

-50 

JUL 

121 

119 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

49 

77 

28 

56 

SEP 

18 

106 

88 

498 

OCT 

43 

45 

2 

5 

NOV 

52 

54 

2 

3 

DEC 

62 

64 

2 

2 

JAN 

51 

53 

2 

3 

FEB 

53 

55 

2 

3 

MAR 

39 

41 

2 

4 

1979   APR 

152 

153 

2 

1 

MAY 

597 

471 

-126 

-21 

JUN 

422 

418 

-3 

-1 

JUL 

91 

90 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

71 

77 

6 

8 

SEP 

4 

63 

59 

1513 

1000*  actual  value  equal  to  infinity 


A. 1-6 
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MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 


I --METRO  DENVER  LEASE-- 


WATER 

INFLOW 

FLOW 

DIFF 

PERCENT 

YEAR 

TO 

BELOW 

IN 

CHANGE 

RES 

RES 

FLOW 

CFS 

CFS 

CFS 

% 

COL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

OCT 

27 

29 

2 

8 

NOV 

47 

49 

2 

3 

DEC 

38 

39 

2 

4 

JAN 

46 

48 

2 

3 

FEB 

45 

47 

2 

4 

MAR 

39 

40 

2 

4 

1980   APR 

151 

152 

2 

1 

MAY 

512 

436 

-76 

-15 

JUN 

169 

166 

-3 

-2 

JUL 

77 

76 

-1 

-2 

AUG 

79 

85 

6 

8 

SEP 

31 

85 

54 

175 

OCT 

47 

49 

2 

5 

NOV 

46 

47 

2 

4 

DEC 

38 

39 

2 

4 

JAN 

36 

37 

2 

4 

FEB 

52 

53 

2 

3 

MAR 

44 

46 

2 

3 

1981   APR 

58 

59 

2 

3 

MAY 

115 

44 

-71 

-62 

JUN 

74 

71 

-3 

-4 

JUL 

77 

91 

14 

19 

AUG 

41 

389 

348 

859 

SEP 

36 

39 

4 

10 

OCT 

59 

61 

2 

4 

NOV 

55 

56 

2 

3 

DEC 

48 

50 

2 

3 

JAN 

60 

62 

2 

3 

FEB 

49 

50 

2 

4 

MAR 

24 

25 

2 

7 

1982    APR 

43 

45 

2 

4 

MAY 

270 

12 

-259 

-96 

JUN 

298 

170 

-129 

-43 

JUL 

106 

104 

-1 

-1 

AUG 

39 

40 

1 

1 

SEP 

51 

63 

12 

23 

1962    AVG 

94 

93 

thru    MIN 

0 

10 

1982    MAX 

597 

543 

A. 1-7 
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MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  OPERATIONS- -DISCHARGE  SUMMARY 
--  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE  DRAFT  MOU  -- 

I  - -METRO  DENVER  LEASE- - | 
WATER   INFLOW         FLOW    DIFF  PERCENT 
YEAR       TO        BELOW      IN  CHANGE 
RES  RES    FLOW 


CFS 


CFS 


CFS 


COL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1962 

151 

143 

-8 

-5 

1963 

42 

62 

21 

49 

1964 

60 

69 

9 

15 

1965 

100 

70 

-29 

-30 

1966 

42 

52 

10 

24 

1967 

69 

69 

-0 

-0 

1968 

91 

82 

-10 

-11 

1969 

77 

77 

0 

1 

1970 

133 

133 

1 

0 

1971 

153 

154 

0 

0 

1972 

94 

94 

1 

1 

1973 

106 

106 

-0 

-0 

1974 

109 

110 

1 

1 

1975 

109 

109 

0 

0 

1976 

89 

89 

0 

0 

1977 

35 

80 

44 

126 

1978 

119 

79 

-39 

-33 

1979 

136 

133 

-4 

-3 

1980 

105 

105 

0 

0 

1981 

55 

81 

26 

48 

1982 

92 

62 

-30 

-33 

1962   AVG 

94 

93 

thru   MIN 

35 

52 

1982   MAX 

153 

154 

A. 1-8 


TABLE  A. 2 

Blue  River  below  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  with 

Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Operations 

Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service   Draft  MOU 

Suimnary  Table 


7/13/89 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir 
-  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -• 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year   Month 

Blue  R. 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

435 

280 

280 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

332 

325 

325 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

423 

340 

340 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

456 

340 

340 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

559 

340 

340 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

864 

311 

311 

0 

0.00 

1962  APR 

802 

350 

350 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

1375 

89 

89 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

599 

281 

281 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

845 

388 

388 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

540 

361 

361 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

474 

235 

235 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

1258 

366 

366 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

800 

350 

350 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

468 

367 

367 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

200 

367 

367 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

118 

183 

183 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

101 

137 

137 

0 

0.00 

1963  APR 

140 

193 

193 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

93 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

85 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

327 

316 

266 

-50 

-15.82 

AUG 

351 

435 

310 

-126 

-28.88 

SEPT 

396 

273 

158 

-115 

-42.03 

OCT 

360 

426 

289 

-136 

-32.04 

NOV 

187 

298 

298 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

124 

302 

302 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

122 

302 

302 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

142 

172 

172 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

170 

145 

145 

0 

0.00 

1964  APR 

162 

147 

147 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

82 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

80 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

209 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

270 

152 

106 

-45 

-29.94 

SEPT 

500 

274 

53 

-221 

-80.56 

A. 2-1 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 

Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir 

•-  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -■ 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year   Month 

Blue  R. 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

471 

405 

375 

-30 

-7.31 

NOV 

216 

288 

288 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

249 

286 

286 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

247 

286 

286 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

235 

286 

286 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

246 

292 

292 

0 

0.00 

1965  APR 

401 

215 

215 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

73 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

72 

243 

243 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

746 

441 

441 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

869 

498 

498 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

412 

301 

301 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

371 

304 

304 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

372 

372 

372 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

484 

387 

387 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

427 

387 

387 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

429 

213 

213 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

437 

171 

171 

0 

0.00 

1966  APR 

251 

174 

174 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

58 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

76 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

336 

75 

58 

-17 

-22.46 

AUG 

498 

311 

241 

-71 

-22.66 

SEPT 

644 

649 

581 

-68 

-10.54 

OCT 

423 

381 

381 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

234 

252 

252 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

244 

260 

260 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

291 

260 

260 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

285 

167 

167 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

282 

171 

171 

0 

0.00 

1967  APR 

360 

215 

215 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

76 

74 

74 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

56 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

237 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

544 

306 

236 

-70 

-22.74 

SEPT 

457 

225 

131 

-93 

-41.51 

A. 2-2 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 

--  Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir  -- 

--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -- 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year   Month 

Blue  R. 

Base 

Project 

Chang 

e 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

350 

269 

199 

. 

70 

-25.88 

NOV 

298 

346 

346 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

253 

355 

355 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

246 

355 

355 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

241 

184 

184 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

258 

127 

127 

0 

0.00 

1968  APR 

528 

103 

103 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

155 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

143 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

457 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

546 

184 

184 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

478 

274 

274 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

430 

310 

310 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

295 

372 

372 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

307 

379 

379 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

301 

379 

379 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

298 

379 

379 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

299 

139 

139 

0 

0.00 

1969  APR 

369 

150 

150 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

56 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

594 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

936 

157 

157 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

596 

419 

419 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

437 

307 

307 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

335 

328 

328 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

370 

362 

362 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

323 

386 

386 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

317 

386 

386 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

409 

386 

386 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

463 

251 

251 

0 

0.00 

1970  APR 

416 

264 

264 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

1145 

154 

154 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

1530 

154 

154 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

635 

338 

338 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

651 

194 

194 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

461 

250 

250 

0 

0.00 

A. 2-3 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
-  Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir 
--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -■ 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year   Month 

Blue  R. 

Base 

Project 

Chang 

ie 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

404 

299 

299 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

345 

383 

383 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

358 

396 

396 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

358 

396 

396 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

448 

396 

396 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

467 

274 

274 

0 

0.00 

1971  APR 

570 

282 

282 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

677 

193 

193 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

801 

193 

193 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

1243 

360 

360 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

611 

151 

151 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

450 

254 

254 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

416 

306 

306 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

341 

380 

380 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

328 

396 

396 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

327 

396 

396 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

336 

396 

396 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

440 

225 

225 

0 

0.00 

1972  APR 

494 

176 

176 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

450 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

800 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

584 

255 

255 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

579 

400 

400 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

465 

334 

334 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

368 

304 

304 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

334 

362 

362 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

294 

379 

379 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

303 

379 

379 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

302 

379 

379 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

300 

229 

229 

0 

0.00 

1973  APR 

296 

211 

211 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

451 

101 

101 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

700 

101 

101 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

1260 

403 

403 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

571 

224 

224 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

430 

215 

215 

0 

0.00 

A. 2-4 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 

Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir 

--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -■ 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year   Month 

Blue  R. 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

480 

289 

289 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

453 

382 

382 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

322 

389 

389 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

305 

389 

389 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

306 

389 

389 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

450 

274 

274 

0 

0.00 

1974  APR 

491 

258 

258 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

730 

173 

173 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

1007 

196 

196 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

767 

331 

331 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

618 

165 

165 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

638 

204 

204 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

339 

300 

300 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

262 

381 

381 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

261 

388 

388 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

260 

388 

388 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

254 

388 

388 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

250 

214 

214 

0 

0.00 

1975  APR 

482 

185 

185 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

368 

74 

74 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

275 

73 

73 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

776 

405 

405 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

671 

246 

246 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

532 

244 

244 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

446 

272 

272 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

264 

374 

374 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

257 

380 

380 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

260 

380 

380 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

290 

380 

380 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

407 

147 

147 

0 

0.00 

1976  APR 

331 

159 

159 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

335 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

520 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

249 

134 

134 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

421 

371 

371 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

573 

284 

284 

0 

0.00 

A. 2-5 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 

Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir 

--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -- 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year   Month 

Blue  R. 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

375 

316 

316 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

321 

362 

362 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

307 

368 

368 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

287 

368 

368 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

193 

178 

178 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

151 

141 

141 

0 

0.00 

1977  APR 

205 

158 

158 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

59 

95 

95 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

173 

106 

106 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

564 

418 

228 

-191 

-45.57 

AUG 

756 

609 

312 

-297 

-48.80 

SEPT 

586 

756 

756 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

302 

352 

352 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

147 

182 

182 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

172 

192 

192 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

223 

172 

172 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

250 

169 

169 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

187 

160 

160 

0 

0.00 

1978  APR 

76 

149 

149 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

58 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

58 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

468 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

497 

401 

379 

-22 

-5.40 

SEPT 

516 

394 

360 

-34 

-8.66 

OCT 

306 

353 

353 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

283 

306 

306 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

283 

302 

302 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

285 

302 

302 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

289 

302 

302 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

260 

256 

256 

0 

0.00 

1979  APR 

167 

262 

262 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

59 

68 

68 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

413 

180 

180 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

1246 

344 

344 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

401 

302 

302 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

478 

246 

246 

0 

0.00 

A. 2-6 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir  - 
--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -- 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year   Month 

Blue  R, 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

391 

276 

276 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

292 

374 

374 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

292 

372 

372 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

295 

372 

372 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

312 

372 

372 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

363 

235 

235 

0 

0.00 

1980  APR 

498 

170 

170 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

744 

86 

86 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

999 

86 

86 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

629 

392 

392 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

529 

187 

187 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

530 

244 

244 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

349 

356 

356 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

289 

349 

349 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

288 

346 

346 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

219 

346 

346 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

151 

169 

169 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

160 

146 

146 

0 

0.00 

1981  APR 

253 

274 

274 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

138 

119 

119 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

54 

76 

76 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

131 

139 

129 

-10 

-7.37 

AUG 

451 

601 

259 

-342 

-56.87 

SEPT 

366 

440 

440 

0 

0.00 

OCT 

209 

252 

252 

0 

0.00 

NOV 

169 

229 

229 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

167 

240 

240 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

210 

240 

240 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

218 

240 

240 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

210 

171 

171 

0 

0.00 

1982  APR 

251 

163 

163 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

68 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUN 

329 

60 

60 

0 

0.00 

JUL 

410 

143 

143 

0 

0.00 

AUG 

634 

404 

404 

0 

0.00 

SEPT 

388 

287 

287 

0 

0.00 

A. 2-7 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 

Blue  River  Below  Green  Moutain  Reservoir 

--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  -- 


East  Slope  Sales 


Water             Historic  Simulated  Simulated 

Year   Month      Blue  R.     Base  Project  Change   Percent 

Flows     Flows  Flows  In  Flows    Change 

(cfs)     (cfs)  (cfs)  (cfs) 


1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Average 
Maximum 
Minimum 


644 

303 

303 

0 

0.00 

364 

260 

236 

-24 

-9.37 

201 

200 

166 

-34 

-16.79 

355 

301 

298 

-3 

-0.84 

365 

264 

251 

-13 

-4.95 

291 

203 

189 

-14 

-6.69 

330 

198 

192 

-6 

-2.98 

411 

259 

259 

0 

0.00 

588 

287 

287 

0 

0.00 

562 

297 

297 

0 

0.00 

464 

282 

282 

0 

0.00 

469 

274 

274 

0 

0.00 

548 

286 

286 

0 

0.00 

395 

273 

273 

0 

0.00 

363 

249 

249 

0 

0.00 

332 

324 

282 

-41 

-12.79 

247 

196 

192 

-5 

-2.37 

374 

269 

269 

0 

0.00 

490 

264 

264 

0 

0.00 

238 

281 

251 

-30 

-10.65 

272 

207 

207 

0 

0.00 

395 

261 

253 

-8 

-3.1 

644 

324 

303 

0 

0.0 

201 

196 

166 

-41 

-16.8 

A. 2-8 


TABLE  A. 3 
Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis- -Colorado  River  at  Krenunling  Gage 

Metro  Denver  Lease  Demand 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 

Summary  Table 
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Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -• 
--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kremmling 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1005 

781 

785 

4 

0.52 

NOV 

754 

815 

819 

4 

0.52 

DEC 

842 

790 

794 

4 

0.51 

JAN 

909 

812 

816 

4 

0.50 

FEB 

1025 

817 

822 

5 

0.55 

MAR 

1394 

838 

842 

4 

0.49 

1962  APR 

3297 

2387 

2392 

4 

0.18 

MAY 

4232 

2340 

2345 

4 

0.17 

JUN 

2472 

1554 

1558 

4 

0.27 

JUL 

2304 

1842 

1846 

4 

0.22 

AUG 

1011 

822 

826 

4 

0.49 

SEPT 

762 

621 

625 

4 

0.68 

OCT 

1413 

580 

584 

4 

0.70 

NOV 

1017 

600 

604 

4 

0.70 

DEC 

669 

581 

585 

4 

0.70 

JAN 

522 

684 

688 

4 

0.59 

FEB 

503 

568 

573 

5 

0.79 

MAR 

564 

612 

616 

4 

0.66 

1963  APR 

613 

721 

725 

4 

0.58 

MAY 

695 

355 

359 

4 

1.14 

JUN 

466 

434 

438 

4 

0.97 

JUL 

539 

632 

636 

4 

0.64 

AUG 

630 

951 

955 

4 

0.43 

SEPT 

757 

693 

698 

4 

0.61 

OCT 

641 

740 

744 

4 

0.55 

NOV 

442 

517 

521 

4 

0.81 

DEC 

277 

449 

453 

4 

0.91 

JAN 

278 

452 

456 

4 

0.90 

FEB 

305 

330 

334 

5 

1.37 

MAR 

336 

309 

313 

4 

1.31 

1964  APR 

536 

524 

528 

4 

0.80 

MAY 

1032 

401 

405 

4 

1.01 

JUN 

765 

386 

390 

4 

1.09 

JUL 

565 

409 

413 

4 

0.99 

AUG 

819 

618 

622 

4 

0.66 

SEPT 

889 

724 

728 

4 

0.58 

A. 3-1 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -- 

--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kremmling 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

654 

638 

642 

4 

0.64 

NOV 

399 

486 

490 

4 

0.86 

DEC 

411 

454 

458 

4 

0.89 

JAN 

416 

461 

465 

4 

0.88 

FEB 

390 

446 

450 

5 

1.01 

MAR 

388 

438 

442 

4 

0.93 

1965  APR 

967 

781 

785 

4 

0.54 

MAY 

1647 

695 

699 

4 

0.58 

JUN 

1875 

1327 

1332 

4 

0.32 

JUL 

1558 

910 

914 

4 

0.45 

AUG 

1485 

1103 

1107 

4 

0.37 

SEPT 

770 

702 

706 

4 

0.60 

OCT 

762 

761 

765 

4 

0.53 

NOV 

837 

882 

886 

4 

0.48 

DEC 

904 

837 

841 

4 

0.49 

JAN 

846 

818 

822 

4 

0.50 

FEB 

853 

649 

653 

5 

0.69 

MAR 

956 

703 

707 

4 

0.58 

1966  APR 

617 

571 

575 

4 

0.74 

MAY 

720 

312 

316 

4 

1.30 

JUN 

379 

356 

360 

4 

1.18 

JUL 

795 

533 

537 

4 

0.76 

AUG 

787 

678 

682 

4 

0.60 

SEPT 

843 

922 

926 

4 

0.46 

OCT 

631 

610 

614 

4 

0.67 

NOV 

432 

446 

450 

4 

0.94 

DEC 

381 

391 

395 

4 

1.04 

JAN 

420 

384 

388 

4 

1.06 

FEB 

448 

325 

329 

5 

1.39 

MAR 

589 

480 

484 

4 

0.85 

1967  APR 

838 

752 

756 

4 

0.56 

MAY 

863 

334 

338 

4 

1.22 

JUN 

1048 

401 

405 

4 

1.05 

JUL 

849 

547 

551 

4 

0.74 

AUG 

862 

774 

778 

4 

0.53 

SEPT 

755 

693 

697 

4 

0.61 

A. 3-2 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -• 
--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kremmling 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

604 

626 

630 

4 

0.65 

NOV 

558 

619 

623 

4 

0.68 

DEC 

518 

622 

626 

4 

0.65 

JAN 

534 

649 

653 

4 

0.63 

FEB 

552 

504 

508 

5 

0.89 

MAR 

546 

412 

416 

4 

0.99 

1968  APR 

938 

508 

512 

4 

0.83 

MAY 

951 

610 

614 

4 

0.67 

JUN 

1314 

569 

574 

4 

0.74 

JUL 

922 

520 

524 

4 

0.78 

AUG 

1049 

675 

680 

4 

0.60 

SEPT 

804 

738 

742 

4 

0.57 

OCT 

748 

679 

683 

4 

0.60 

NOV 

628 

720 

724 

4 

0.58 

DEC 

593 

667 

671 

4 

0.61 

JAN 

586 

670 

674 

4 

0.61 

FEB 

580 

659 

663 

5 

0.68 

MAR 

584 

430 

434 

4 

0.95 

1969  APR 

943 

659 

664 

4 

0.64 

MAY 

1176 

575 

580 

4 

0.71 

JUN 

1961 

821 

825 

4 

0.51 

JUL 

1545 

666 

670 

4 

0.61 

AUG 

883 

802 

806 

4 

0.51 

SEPT 

733 

744 

749 

4 

0.56 

OCT 

732 

791 

795 

4 

0.51 

NOV 

736 

746 

751 

4 

0.56 

DEC 

745 

828 

833 

4 

0.49 

JAN 

627 

717 

721 

4 

0.57 

FEB 

695 

684 

689 

5 

0.66 

MAR 

778 

578 

582 

4 

0.70 

1970  APR 

1036 

902 

906 

4 

0.47 

MAY 

4014 

2348 

2352 

4 

0.17 

JUN 

3615 

1633 

1637 

4 

0.26 

JUL 

1505 

1117 

1121 

4 

0.36 

AUG 

1088 

645 

649 

4 

0.63 

SEPT 

770 

727 

731 

4 

0.58 

A. 3-3 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
-  Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -- 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  - 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kremmling 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

834 

783 

787 

4 

0.52 

NOV 

800 

888 

892 

4 

0.47 

DEC 

644 

709 

713 

4 

0.57 

JAN 

642 

703 

707 

4 

0.58 

FEB 

740 

711 

715 

5 

0.63 

MAR 

896 

712 

717 

4 

0.57 

1971  APR 

1543 

1044 

1048 

4 

0.40 

MAY 

2882 

1792 

1796 

4 

0.23 

JUN 

3763 

2549 

2553 

4 

0.16 

JUL 

2290 

1246 

1250 

4 

0.33 

AUG 

1055 

584 

588 

4 

0.70 

SEPT 

810 

704 

708 

4 

0.60 

OCT 

727 

674 

678 

4 

0.60 

NOV 

761 

822 

826 

4 

0.51 

DEC 

620 

702 

706 

4 

0.58 

JAN 

567 

651 

655 

4 

0.63 

FEB 

619 

689 

693 

5 

0.65 

MAR 

845 

657 

661 

4 

0.62 

1972  APR 

993 

676 

680 

4 

0.62 

MAY 

1659 

702 

706 

4 

0.58 

JUN 

2047 

749 

754 

4 

0.56 

JUL 

1011 

677 

681 

4 

0.60 

AUG 

930 

825 

829 

4 

0.49 

SEPT 

755 

765 

769 

4 

0.55 

OCT 

655 

636 

640 

4 

0.64 

NOV 

759 

800 

804 

4 

0.53 

DEC 

527 

620 

624 

4 

0.66 

JAN 

519 

601 

605 

4 

0.68 

FEB 

523 

604 

609 

5 

0.74 

MAR 

541 

469 

473 

4 

0.87 

1973  APR 

683 

605 

609 

4 

0.69 

MAY 

2394 

1361 

1365 

4 

0.30 

JUN 

2872 

1667 

1671 

4 

0.25 

JUL 

2913 

1863 

1867 

4 

0.22 

AUG 

1201 

845 

849 

4 

0.48 

SEPT 

854 

748 

752 

4 

0.56 

A. 3-4 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -■ 
-  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kremmling 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

903 

733 

737 

4 

0.55 

NOV 

835 

781 

785 

4 

0.54 

DEC 

611 

691 

695 

4 

0.59 

JAN 

596 

695 

699 

4 

0.59 

FEB 

591 

678 

683 

5 

0.66 

MAR 

887 

729 

733 

4 

0.56 

1974  APR 

1187 

957 

961 

4 

0.44 

MAY 

3527 

2301 

2305 

4 

0.18 

JUN 

3289 

1872 

1876 

4 

0.22 

JUL 

1555 

1097 

1101 

4 

0.37 

AUG 

1007 

582 

586 

4 

0.70 

SEPT 

996 

669 

673 

4 

0.63 

OCT 

790 

789 

793 

4 

0.52 

NOV 

631 

764 

768 

4 

0.55 

DEC 

521 

654 

659 

4 

0.62 

JAN 

513 

646 

650 

4 

0.63 

FEB 

536 

671 

676 

5 

0.67 

MAR 

562 

528 

532 

4 

0.77 

1975  APR 

899 

606 

611 

4 

0.69 

MAY 

1523 

852 

856 

4 

0.48 

JUN 

1825 

1084 

1089 

4 

0.39 

JUL 

1591 

1047 

1051 

4 

0.39 

AUG 

1103 

724 

728 

4 

0.56 

SEPT 

862 

716 

720 

4 

0.59 

OCT 

768 

626 

630 

4 

0.65 

NOV 

701 

818 

822 

4 

0.51 

DEC 

575 

700 

705 

4 

0.58 

JAN 

563 

689 

693 

4 

0.59 

FEB 

598 

690 

695 

5 

0.65 

MAR 

799 

539 

543 

4 

0.75 

1976  APR 

782 

612 

616 

4 

0.69 

MAY 

1292 

685 

690 

4 

0.59 

JUN 

1179 

619 

624 

4 

0.68 

JUL 

662 

541 

545 

4 

0.75 

AUG 

805 

810 

814 

4 

0.50 

SEPT 

845 

709 

713 

4 

0.59 

A. 3-5 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -- 
--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  - 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kreininling 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

653 

663 

667 

4 

0.61 

NOV 

585 

639 

643 

4 

0.66 

DEC 

573 

631 

635 

4 

0.64 

JAN 

488 

566 

570 

4 

0.72 

FEB 

440 

422 

426 

5 

1.07 

MAR 

331 

322 

326 

4 

1.26 

1977  APR 

639 

603 

607 

4 

0.70 

MAY 

477 

506 

510 

4 

0.80 

JUN 

519 

500 

504 

4 

0.84 

JUL 

923 

969 

973 

4 

0.42 

AUG 

1031 

1095 

1099 

4 

0.37 

SEPT 

923 

968 

973 

4 

0.43 

OCT 

556 

638 

642 

4 

0.64 

NOV 

352 

395 

400 

4 

1.06 

DEC 

363 

403 

407 

4 

1.01 

JAN 

424 

389 

393 

4 

1.05 

FEB 

452 

378 

382 

5 

1.19 

MAR 

465 

448 

452 

4 

0.91 

1978  APR 

774 

691 

695 

4 

0.61 

MAY 

1750 

745 

749 

4 

0.55 

JUN 

1970 

1171 

1175 

4 

0.36 

JUL 

1138 

546 

550 

4 

0.74 

AUG 

835 

825 

829 

4 

0.49 

SEPT 

896 

853 

858 

4 

0.49 

OCT 

746 

785 

789 

4 

0.52 

NOV 

740 

743 

747 

4 

0.57 

DEC 

525 

553 

557 

4 

0.74 

JAN 

514 

550 

554 

4 

0.74 

FEB 

509 

536 

540 

5 

0.84 

MAR 

462 

478 

482 

4 

0.85 

1979  APR 

725 

826 

830 

4 

0.51 

MAY 

2139 

1418 

1422 

4 

0.29 

JUN 

2443 

1606 

1610 

4 

0.26 

JUL 

2113 

1076 

1080 

4 

0.38 

AUG 

948 

839 

843 

4 

0.48 

SEPT 

826 

679 

683 

4 

0.62 

A. 3-6 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -• 
--  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kremmling 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

775 

659 

663 

4 

0.62 

NOV 

592 

659 

663 

4 

0.64 

DEC 

573 

665 

669 

4 

0.61 

JAN 

522 

627 

631 

4 

0.65 

FEB 

534 

613 

617 

5 

0.73 

MAR 

568 

458 

462 

4 

0.89 

1980  APR 

1028 

706 

710 

4 

0.60 

MAY 

2869 

1532 

1536 

4 

0.27 

JUN 

2643 

1126 

1130 

4 

0.37 

JUL 

1191 

948 

952 

4 

0.43 

AUG 

930 

634 

638 

4 

0.64 

SEPT 

802 

646 

651 

4 

0.65 

OCT 

591 

635 

639 

4 

0.64 

NOV 

525 

596 

600 

4 

0.71 

DEC 

498 

564 

568 

4 

0.72 

JAN 

401 

523 

527 

4 

0.78 

FEB 

353 

366 

371 

5 

1.23 

MAR 

372 

357 

361 

4 

1.14 

1981  APR 

558 

650 

654 

4 

0.65 

MAY 

659 

585 

590 

4 

0.69 

JUN 

564 

562 

566 

4 

0.75 

JUL 

602 

582 

586 

4 

0.70 

AUG 

972 

1053 

1057 

4 

0.39 

SEPT 

842 

761 

766 

4 

0.55 

OCT 

576 

539 

543 

4 

0.75 

NOV 

455 

490 

494 

4 

0.86 

DEC 

376 

444 

448 

4 

0.92 

JAN 

451 

484 

488 

4 

0.84 

FEB 

429 

448 

452 

5 

1.00 

MAR 

403 

374 

378 

4 

1.09 

1982  APR 

573 

522 

527 

4 

0.80 

MAY 

1113 

583 

587 

4 

0.70 

JUN 

1592 

771 

775 

4 

0.54 

JUL 

1221 

868 

872 

4 

0.47 

AUG 

1133 

892 

896 

4 

0.46 

SEPT 

841 

753 

758 

4 

0.56 

A. 3-7 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 

--  Colorado  River  At  Kremmling  Gage  -• 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service   Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Kremmling 

Base 

Project 

Chang 

e 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(%) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1962 

1671 

1217 

1212 

-6 

-0.46 

1963 

700 

628 

626 

-2 

-0.39 

1964 

575 

521 

498 

-23 

-4.43 

1965 

917 

742 

694 

-49 

-6.54 

1966 

775 

679 

686 

7 

1.08 

1967 

677 

532 

512 

-21 

-3.89 

1968 

775 

610 

588 

-22 

-3.57 

1969 

914 

680 

686 

7 

0.99 

1970 

1365 

985 

978 

-6 

-0.66 

1971 

1410 

1042 

1043 

2 

0.15 

1972 

962 

722 

727 

5 

0.69 

1973 

1208 

910 

905 

-5 

-0.60 

1974 

1335 

989 

997 

7 

0.76 

1975 

948 

764 

765 

1 

0.12 

1976 

798 

676 

679 

3 

0.42 

1977 

633 

663 

668 

5 

0.77 

1978 

832 

675 

623 

-51 

-7.59 

1979 

1061 

852 

852 

-1 

-0.09 

1980 

1088 

781 

771 

-10 

-1.30 

1981 

580 

615 

613 

-2 

-0.34 

1982 

765 

634 

603 

-31 

-4.82 

Average 

952 

758 

749 

-9 

-1.2 

Maximum 

1671 

1217 

1212 

7 

1.1 

Minimum 

575 

521 

498 

■ 

-51 

-7.6 

A. 3-8 
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Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -- 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service   Draft  MOU  -- 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1947 

1789 

1725 

-64 

-3.59 

NOV 

1366 

1423 

1423 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

1229 

1173 

1173 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

1264 

1165 

1165 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

1603 

1397 

1397 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

1961 

1408 

1408 

0 

0.00 

1962  APR 

5601 

4794 

4695 

-100 

-2.08 

MAY 

8600 

6718 

6716 

-1 

-0.02 

JUN 

7243 

6340 

6337 

-3 

-0.05 

JUL 

4598 

4144 

4142 

-1 

-0.03 

AUG 

1737 

1546 

1546 

1 

0.03 

SEPT 

1185 

995 

1045 

50 

5.06 

OCT 

2038 

1194 

1207 

12 

1.05 

NOV 

1664 

1230 

1243 

13 

1.06 

DEC 

1100 

996 

1009 

13 

1.30 

JAN 

835 

994 

994 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

887 

954 

954 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

961 

1011 

1011 

0 

0.00 

1963  APR 

1300 

1411 

1411 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

2461 

2233 

2129 

-104 

-4.66 

JUN 

1923 

1906 

1903 

-3 

-0.16 

JUL 

1021 

1122 

1121 

-1 

-0.12 

AUG 

1217 

1536 

1536 

1 

0.03 

SEPT 

1219 

1156 

1156 

-0 

-0.01 

OCT 

967 

1068 

1067 

-1 

-0.05 

NOV 

875 

946 

946 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

589 

758 

758 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

563 

734 

734 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

571 

597 

597 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

610 

585 

585 

-0 

-0.00 

1964  APR 

1039 

1030 

1030 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

3179 

2745 

2556 

-189 

-6.89 

JUN 

3400 

3173 

3032 

-141 

-4.44 

JUL 

1544 

1395 

1394 

-1 

-0.10 

AUG 

1352 

1149 

1150 

1 

0.05 

SEPT 

1177 

1013 

1013 

-0 

-0.01 
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Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
- -  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -  - 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1015 

1001 

1001 

-1 

-0.05 

NOV 

814 

896 

896 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

789 

829 

829 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

743 

786 

786 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

731 

789 

789 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

755 

808 

808 

0 

0.00 

1965  APR 

1711 

1528 

1528 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

4123 

3514 

3178 

-336 

-9.56 

JUN 

7055 

6634 

6519 

-116 

-1.75 

JUL 

4189 

3550 

3549 

-1 

-0.04 

AUG 

2735 

2352 

2352 

1 

0.02 

SEPT 

1535 

1419 

1469 

50 

3.55 

OCT 

1517 

1519 

1518 

-0 

-0.03 

NOV 

1405 

1445 

1445 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

1389 

1319 

1319 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

1223 

1192 

1192 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

1223 

1020 

1020 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

1434 

1185 

1185 

0 

0.00 

1966  APR 

1365 

1323 

1323 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

2760 

2425 

2359 

-66 

-2.71 

JUN 

1706 

1697 

1694 

-3 

-0.18 

JUL 

1404 

1150 

1149 

-1 

-0.12 

AUG 

1237 

1127 

1128 

1 

0.05 

SEPT 

1142 

1222 

1221 

-0 

-0.01 

OCT 

1047 

1029 

1029 

-1 

-0.05 

NOV 

811 

820 

820 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

659 

665 

665 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

734 

695 

695 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

751 

629 

629 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

1031 

924 

924 

0 

0.00 

1967  APR 

1580 

1497 

1497 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

2641 

2262 

2120 

-142 

-6.29 

JUN 

3927 

3340 

3293 

-47 

-1.42 

JUL 

2051 

1756 

1755 

-1 

-0.08 

AUG 

1288 

1198 

1199 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1271 

1210 

1210 

-0 

-0.01 

A. 4-2 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -- 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU  - 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1084 

1108 

1108 

-1 

-0.05 

NOV 

1004 

1061 

1061 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

888 

988 

988 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

779 

891 

891 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

882 

835 

835 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

913 

781 

781 

-0 

-0.00 

1968  APR 

1453 

1027 

1027 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

2661 

2526 

2328 

-198 

-7.83 

JUN 

5689 

5015 

4956 

-59 

-1.18 

JUL 

2137 

1743 

1741 

-1 

-0.08 

AUG 

2075 

1700 

1701 

1 

0.03 

SEPT 

1311 

1195 

1245 

50 

4.21 

OCT 

1250 

1183 

1183 

-0 

-0.04 

NOV 

1103 

1191 

1191 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

961 

1032 

1032 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

965 

1046 

1046 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

930 

1010 

1010 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

988 

837 

837 

-0 

-0.00 

1969  APR 

1988 

1772 

1707 

-65 

-3.66 

MAY 

4063 

3471 

3469 

-1 

-0.04 

JUN 

4253 

3128 

3125 

-3 

-0.10 

JUL 

2879 

2007 

2006 

-1 

-0.07 

AUG 

1477 

1394 

1395 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1251 

1214 

1264 

50 

4.15 

OCT 

1425 

1486 

1486 

-1 

-0.03 

NOV 

1280 

1287 

1287 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

1066 

1147 

1147 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

960 

1048 

1048 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

1148 

1139 

1139 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

1221 

1024 

1024 

-0 

-0.00 

1970  APR 

1653 

1523 

1523 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

8512 

6926 

6854 

-71 

-1.03 

JUN 

7643 

5676 

5673 

-3 

-0.05 

JUL 

3227 

2846 

2845 

-1 

-0.05 

AUG 

1833 

1388 

1388 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1598 

1508 

1558 

50 

3.34 

A. 4-3 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
- -  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -  - 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1579 

1531 

1530 

-1 

-0.03 

NOV 

1352 

1436 

1436 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

1000 

1061 

1061 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

1034 

1092 

1092 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

1200 

1172 

1172 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

1469 

1288 

1288 

-0 

-0.00 

1971  APR 

2684 

2258 

2188 

-71 

-3.12 

MAY 

5533 

4452 

4451 

-1 

-0.03 

JUN 

8216 

7017 

7014 

-3 

-0.04 

JUL 

4079 

3043 

3042 

-1 

-0.04 

AUG 

1755 

1282 

1282 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1572 

1420 

1470 

50 

3.54 

OCT 

1209 

1158 

1158 

-1 

-0.04 

NOV 

1206 

1263 

1263 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

1133 

1211 

1211 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

1049 

1130 

1130 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

1074 

1145 

1145 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

1385 

1200 

1200 

-0 

-0.00 

1972  APR 

1807 

1493 

1493 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

3721 

2843 

2772 

-71 

-2.51 

JUN 

5675 

4393 

4390 

-3 

-0.07 

JUL 

1958 

1632 

1631 

-1 

-0.08 

AUG 

1450 

1343 

1343 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1378 

1339 

1389 

50 

3.76 

OCT 

1371 

1354 

1354 

-0 

-0.04 

NOV 

1397 

1433 

1433 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

1066 

1155 

1155 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

1022 

1101 

1101 

1 

0.07 

FEB 

1015 

1096 

1099 

3 

0.23 

MAR 

1110 

1040 

1040 

-0 

-0.00 

1973  APR 

1283 

1208 

1208 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

5164 

4218 

4138 

-80 

-1.89 

JUN 

6996 

5806 

5802 

-3 

-0.05 

JUL 

5108 

4067 

4065 

-1 

-0.03 

AUG 

2137 

1780 

1780 

1 

0.03 

SEPT 

1398 

1247 

1297 

50 

4.04 

A. 4-4 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -- 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1396 

1229 

1228 

-0 

-0.04 

NOV 

1266 

1208 

1208 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

1132 

1209 

1209 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

1048 

1144 

1144 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

1078 

1166 

1166 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

1462 

1307 

1307 

-0 

-0.00 

1974  APR 

2050 

1823 

1823 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

7889 

6736 

6670 

-66 

-0.98 

JUN 

6774 

5372 

5369 

-3 

-0.06 

JUL 

2879 

2429 

2427 

-1 

-0.06 

AUG 

1700 

1273 

1273 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1467 

1092 

1144 

52 

4.78 

OCT 

1312 

1314 

1314 

-1 

-0.04 

NOV 

1148 

1276 

1276 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

1035 

1164 

1164 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

1040 

1170 

1170 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

1110 

1247 

1247 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

1067 

1036 

1036 

0 

0.00 

1975  APR 

1573 

1284 

1284 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

3527 

2938 

2865 

-73 

-2.48 

JUN 

6346 

5620 

5617 

-3 

-0.05 

JUL 

4518 

3982 

3981 

-1 

-0.03 

AUG 

1953 

1573 

1573 

1 

0.03 

SEPT 

1450 

1255 

1305 

50 

4.01 

OCT 

1351 

1212 

1212 

-1 

-0.04 

NOV 

1266 

1379 

1379 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

1050 

1172 

1172 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

1006 

1128 

1128 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

1141 

1236 

1236 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

1302 

1044 

1044 

0 

0.00 

1976  APR 

1544 

1377 

1377 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

3547 

3019 

2948 

-71 

-2.36 

JUN 

3808 

3263 

3260 

-3 

-0.09 

JUL 

1859 

1746 

1745 

-1 

-0.08 

AUG 

1464 

1466 

1467 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1381 

1196 

1246 

50 

4.21 

A. 4-5 


Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -- 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1192 

1205 

1205 

-1 

-0.04 

NOV 

1003 

1053 

1053 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

854 

908 

908 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

816 

890 

892 

1 

0.14 

FEB 

786 

770 

770 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

630 

624 

624 

0 

0.00 

1977  APR 

1123 

1090 

1090 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

1437 

1473 

1472 

-1 

-0.10 

JUN 

1631 

1627 

1624 

-3 

-0.19 

JUL 

1311 

1360 

1358 

-1 

-0.10 

AUG 

1371 

1433 

1434 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1232 

1278 

1278 

-0 

-0.01 

OCT 

960 

1045 

1044 

-1 

-0.05 

NOV 

677 

719 

719 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

726 

765 

765 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

758 

722 

722 

-0 

-0.00 

FEB 

745 

674 

674 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

810 

795 

795 

-0 

-0.00 

1978  APR 

1604 

1525 

1525 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

4178 

3585 

3181 

-403 

-11.25 

JUN 

7488 

6901 

6702 

-199 

-2.89 

JUL 

3075 

2492 

2490 

-1 

-0.05 

AUG 

1428 

1416 

1417 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1331 

1243 

1293 

50 

4.05 

OCT 

1216 

1256 

1256 

-1 

-0.04 

NOV 

1223 

1222 

1222 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

814 

838 

838 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

755 

788 

788 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

822 

851 

851 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

906 

925 

925 

-0 

-0.00 

1979  APR 

1422 

1527 

1527 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

5412 

4825 

4699 

-126 

-2.61 

JUN 

7841 

7019 

7016 

-3 

-0.04 

JUL 

4415 

3387 

3386 

-1 

-0.04 

AUG 

1652 

1541 

1542 

1 

0.03 

SEPT 

1300 

1101 

1157 

56 

5.05 
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Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -- 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 

Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Year    Month 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

OCT 

1249 

1136 

1136 

-0 

-0.04 

NOV 

1108 

1171 

1171 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

1081 

1169 

1169 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

1021 

1122 

1122 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

1026 

1106 

1106 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

1020 

913 

913 

-0 

-0.00 

1980  APR 

1645 

1326 

1326 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

5682 

4429 

4353 

-76 

-1.73 

JUN 

7134 

5631 

5628 

-3 

-0.05 

JUL 

2462 

2228 

2226 

-1 

-0.06 

AUG 

1433 

1135 

1136 

1 

0.05 

SEPT 

1341 

1136 

1186 

50 

4.43 

OCT 

1053 

1099 

1099 

-1 

-0.05 

NOV 

981 

1048 

1048 

0 

0.00 

DEC 

921 

984 

984 

-0 

-0.00 

JAN 

753 

873 

873 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

663 

678 

678 

0 

0.00 

MAR 

668 

656 

656 

-0 

-0.00 

1981  APR 

1097 

1191 

1191 

-0 

-0.00 

MAY 

1735 

1739 

1668 

-71 

-4.10 

JUN 

2553 

2566 

2563 

-3 

-0.12 

JUL 

1352 

1333 

1331 

-1 

-0.10 

AUG 

1336 

1415 

1415 

1 

0.04 

SEPT 

1305 

1225 

1225 

-0 

-0.01 

OCT 

1037 

1003 

1003 

-1 

-0.05 

NOV 

849 

881 

881 

-0 

-0.00 

DEC 

726 

791 

791 

0 

0.00 

JAN 

739 

769 

769 

0 

0.00 

FEB 

741 

762 

762 

-0 

-0.00 

MAR 

858 

831 

831 

-0 

-0.00 

1982  APR 

1257 

1209 

1209 

0 

0.00 

MAY 

3412 

3148 

2890 

-259 

-8.21 

JUN 

5833 

5153 

5024 

-129 

-2.50 

JUL 

3584 

3239 

3238 

-1 

-0.04 

AUG 

2056 

1813 

1813 

1 

0.03 

SEPT 

1551 

1452 

1464 

12 

0.83 
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Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Analysis 
--  Colorado  River  At  Dotsero  Gage  -- 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Draft  MOU 


Metro  Denver  Lease 


Water 
Year 


Month 


Historic 

Simulated 

Simulated 

Dotsero 

Base 

Project 

Change 

Percent 

Flows 

Flows 

Flows 

In  Flows 

Change 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

(cfs) 

1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 


3200 

2745 

2736 

-9 

-0.33 

1388 

1314 

1308 

-6 

-0.45 

1325 

1269 

1242 

-26 

-2.09 

2188 

2012 

1960 

-52 

-2.58 

1487 

1388 

1392 

4 

0.28 

1484 

1337 

1313 

-24 

-1.80 

1740 

1573 

1548 

-25 

-1.60 

1846 

1610 

1613 

3 

0.20 

2638 

2256 

2246 

-10 

-0.43 

2625 

2255 

2253 

-2 

-0.07 

1921 

1679 

1680 

2 

0.09 

2430 

2130 

2122 

-9 

-0.40 

2519 

2171 

2176 

4 

0.20 

2177 

1990 

1988 

-3 

-0.13 

1728 

1604 

1603 

-1 

-0.04 

1117 

1144 

1146 

2 

0.13 

1983 

1824 

1772 

-53 

-2.88 

2320 

2110 

2106 

-4 

-0.19 

2186 

1877 

1863 

-14 

-0.73 

1203 

1236 

1229 

-6 

-0.50 

1891 

1758 

1724 

-34 

-1.93 

Average 
Maximum 
Minimum 


1971 

1775 

1763 

-12 

-0.7 

3200 

2745 

2736 

4 

0.3 

1117 

1144 

1146 

-53 

-2.9 

A. 4-8 


APPENDIX  B 


Proposed  Changes  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Kremmling  Resource  Management  Plan 


RESOURCE  DEOSIONS 


d.  Are  lands  where  Bureau  initiated  forest 
management  opportunities  are  limited  be- 
cause of  tract  size,  stand  size,  access  difficul- 
ties, or  adverse  sites. 

e.  Have  no  resource  values  of  major  signif- 
icance. 

Acquire  lands  for  public  ownership  which  would 
benefit  overall  public  land  management.  Site-specific 
environmental  assessments  would  consider  acquisition 
needs. 

Land  considered  for  acquisition  would  include: 

1.  Inlioldings  of  private,  state,  or  other  Federal 
land  within  large  blocks  of  public  lands. 

2.  Land  adjacent  to  intensively  managed  tracts  of 
public  land  where  overall  program  management 
would  be  enhanced,  such  as  lands  adjacent  to 
special  recreation  management  areas,  intensively 
managed  forest  sites,  grazing  allotments,  or  im- 
portant mineral  areas. 

3.  Lands  of  mineral  importance  where  the  Federal 
minerals  are  overlain  by  state  or  private  surface 
ownerships. 

Refer  to  Ownership  Consolidation-Land  Tenure 
Adjustment  in  Appendix  C. 

c.  Special  Implementation  Needs 

Support  needs  include  appraisal  work,  records  nota- 
tion, document  preparation,  cadastral  surveys, 
mineral  reports,  water  rights  reports  and  cultural 
resource  inventories.  The  majority  of  this  support  does 
not  exist  at  the  resource  area  level  and  would  require 
CDO  and  CSO  support.  Consultation  would  be  re- 
quired with  such  entities  as  the  general  public,  local 
government,  other  agencies  as  necessary. 

d.  Implementation/Priorities 

Actions  will  be  handled  based  on  public  requests 


and  proposals.  Generally.  Good  Neighbor  Program 
actions  will  be  considered  a  priority,  such  as  Recrea- 
tion and  Public  Purpose  actions  and  exchanges  which 
benefit  both  the  public  and  the  government. 

e.     Monitoring/Schedule 


Not  Applicable 


C.     SUPPORT 


Delete  and  replace 
with  amendment 
In  Section  1.9.2 


Support  will  be  needed  to  evaluate  and  consider 
visual  resources  during  the  environmental  assessment 
process  and  to  manage  visual  resources  in  regard  to  ac- 
tions proposed.  The  objective  of  the  visual  resource 
program  is  to  maintain  the  existing  limited  managt 
mcnt  level  for  sensitive  Class  II  arooa  (tho9c  afooa  aeon 
from  major  travel  routco  and  adjacent  to  iatcH3ivc 
managed  recreation  areas). 

Transportation  management,  utility  and  communi- 
cation facility  management  and  fire  management  are 
programs  which  truly  support  the  day-to-day  admini- 
stration of  other  resource  area  programs.  For  exam- 
ple, communication  facility  authorization  provides  a 
service  to  all  administrative  program  functions  as  well 
as  interagency  and  community  needs.  Fire  manage- 
ment activities  support  range,  wildlife,  and  forestry 
programs  and  may  also  serve  the  local  community  and 
other  agencies. 

Support  will  be  necessary  to  implement  many  of  the 
projects  under  this  plan.  Cadastral  support  could  be 
needed  for  lands  and  realty  actions,  forestry  and 
wildlife  projects,  range  improvement  projects  and 
transportation  and  access  problems.  Engineering  sup- 
port would  be  required  for  watershed  projects,  wildlife 
and  forestry  project  implementation  and  range  im- 
provement projects.  Appraisal  staff  support  will  be 
needed  to  assess  lease,  permit  and  grant  valuations  for 
realty  actions.  Cultural  resource  support  will  be 
needed  to  evaluate  impacts  to  cultural  resources  for  all 
surface-disturbing  projects  proposed  under  this  plan. 
Support  from  all  resources  will  be  needed  to  complete 
environmental  assessments  on  projects  proposed 
under  this  plan. 
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Material  Sales  -  Sales  of  mineral  materials,  such  as 
sand  and  gravel,  would  not  be  allowed. 

Realty    Actions  -  Major    realty    actions,    such    as 
rights-of-way,  disposals,  etc.,  would  be  excluded. 

Community  Expansion  -  Priority  areas  would  not 
be  available  for  community  expansion. 

Wilderness  -  Cultural  sites  in  priority  areas  would 
not  meet  the  criteria  for  wilderness  designation. 

To  be  deleted  -  See  discussion 
Section  1.9.2.  %4 


VISUAL  RESOURCES 

Visual  sensitive  areas  are  included  in  visual 
resources  priority  lands.  All  such  areas  have  been  iden- 
tified as  Class  II  in  the  visual  resource  inventory  on  file 
in  the  Kremmling  Resource  Area  Office.  These  arc 
areas  of  special  concern  because  of  their  inherent 
scenic  value  and/or  sensitivity  due  to  their  location 
along  major  travel  routes,  such  as  highways  and  the 
upper  Colorado  River.  Protection  and  maintenance  of 
visual  quality  would  be  achieved  through  the  imposi- 
tion of  restrictions  on  other  resource  uses  or  activities 
to  reduce  the  degree  of  contrast  with  the  surrounding 
landscape. 


Compatible  Uses 

Generally,  all  uses  of  the  public  lands  can  be  made 
compatible  with  sensitive  visual  areas  through  one  or 
more  of  the  following  measures: 

1 .  Redesign  of  the  project 

2.  Screening  of  buffering 

3 .  Use  of  nonrcfiective  paint  materials 

4.  Rapid   restoration   and   revegetation   of  surface 
disturbance 

The  following  use  would  be  compatible: 

Oil  and  Gas  -  Lands  would  remain  open  to  oil  and 
gas  leasing.  No-surface-occupancy  stipulations  may  be 
used  to  protect  areas  of  high  visibility. 

Minerals  -  Lands  would  remain  open  to  location  of 
miiung  claims.  Restrictions  necessary  to  meet  contrast 
rating  requirements  would  be  imposed. 


Livestock  Grazing  -  Livestock  grazing  would  be  al- 
lowed. Range  improvement  projects  would  be  allowed, 
subjea  to  meeting  contrast  rating  requirements. 

Forest  Products  -  Harvesting  of  forest  products, 
either  under  intensive  or  limited  management,  could 
occur  as  long  as  contrast  rating  requirements  could  be 
met. 

Soils,  Watershed,  and  Water  -  Msmagement  of 
these  resources  would  be  allowed.  Any  developments 
would  have  to  meet  contrast  rating  requirements. 

Wildlife  -  Wildlife  habitats,  both  aquatic  and  ter- 
restrial, could  be  intensively  managed  by  wildlife.  Any 
development  would  have  to  meet  contrast  rating 
requirements. 

Cultural  Resources  -  Development  and  manage- 
ment of  cultural  resources  would  be  allowed.  Any  in- 
terpretive facilities  or  excavations  would  be  subject  to 
meeting  contrast  rating  requirements. 

Realty  Actions  -  Actions,  such  as  powerline  rights- 
of-way,  would  be  allowed  if  contrast  rating  require- 
ments could  be  met. 

Community  Expansion  -  Use  of  public  lands  for 
open  space  and  parks  would  be  allowed. 


Excluded  Uses 

Uses  that  could  not  meet  the  criteria  for  Class  II 
visual  areas  after  application  of  mitigating  measures 
would  be  excluded  from  sensitive  visual  areas.  In  addi- 
tion, the  following  exclusions  would  aoply: 

Coal  -  Lands  would  not  be  considered  for  coal 
leasing. 

Wilderness  -  Visual  resource  priority  lands  would 
not  meet  the  criteria  for  wilderness  designation. 

Mineral  Materials  -  The  sale  of  mineral  materials, 
such  as  sand  and  gravel,  would  be  excluded. 


COMMUNITY  EXPANSION 

Federal  lands  suitable  for  the  enhancement  of  state 
and  local  governmental  units  for  community  expan- 
sion and  development  purposes  are  included  in  com- 
munity  expansion    priority   areas.    Lands   would    be 
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U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Letter 

February  14,  1989 


SUBJECT: 

DRAFT  FINAL  MITIGATION  PLAN 

FOR  THE  MUDDY  CREEK  RESERVOIR  PROJECT 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

COLORADO  FIELD  OFFICE 

730  SIMMS  STREET 

ROOM  292 

GOLDEN,  COLORADO   80401 

IN  REPLY   REFER  TO: 

FEB  14  1989 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:      Resource  Area  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Kremmling  Resource 
Area,  Kremmling,  Colorado 

FROM:    State  Supervisor,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Enhancement,  Golden,  Colorado 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Final  Mitigation  Plan  for  the  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir  Project 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Final  'Mitigation  Plan  for  '"he  Muddy  Creek  Reservoir 
Project  and  offer  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration.  Our  major 
concerns  with  the  subject  document  are  with  wetlands,  specifically  the 
inconsistency  in  the  Habitat  Evaluation  Procedures  (HEP)  results,  the  adequacy 
of  the  general  wetlands  habitat  model,  and  the  adequacy  of  the  number  of  acres 
proposed  to  replace  habitat  values  lost  in  the  wet  sub-irrigated  meadow  of  the 
inundation  area. 

The  Fish  And  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  believes  that  the  HEP  studies 
conducted  for  this  project  have  been  very  valuable  in  comparing  the  two 
reservoir  site  alternatives.  Study  results  clearly  show  wildlife  habitat 
values  at  the  Rock  Creek  site  are  significantly  greater  than  habitat  values  at 
the  Muddy  Creek  site. 

The  HEP  analysis  conducted  for  wetlands  has  producc'i  a  series  of  documents 
showing  study  results.  The  data  presented  in  r.heso  documents  ""s  not 
consistent  with  the  latest  mitigation  plan.  We  have  identified  some 
discrepancies  between  these  documents  in  Attachment  A  that  should  be  explained 
and  documented. 

The  general  wetlands  habitat  model  presented  in  the  Draft  Final  Mitigation 
Plan  has  net  been  adequately  documented  or  verified.  Past  attempts  to  develop 
cover-type  models  by  the  National  Ecology  Researcii  Center  of  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  that  are  not  based  on  wi lull  re  species  information  have  not 
been  successful.  We  commend  efforts  co  try  to  develop  a  model  to  represent 
the  wet  sub-irrigated  meadow  habitat;  however,  the  Service  finds  that  the 
model  as  presented  is  not  acceptable. 

The  elk  model  was  recommended  primarily  for  impact  assessment  at  the  Rock 
Creek  site,  which  includes  substantial  acreage  of  willow  riparian  habitat. 
However,  wnen  this  model  was  ai-plied  to  tne  Muddy  Creek  wet  sub-irrigated 
meadow,  prcMems  result  because  of  tlie  l--'ck  of  shr.jbs.  The  elk  model,  as 


applied,  was  driven  by  the  shrub  component  of  the  model.  Therefore,  we 
question  whether  the  HEP  study,  as  presented,  adequately  represents  predicted 
impacts  and  mitigation  results  at  Muddy  Creek. 

We  do  believe  that  the  willow  riparian  habitat  was  well  represented  by  the 
models  used  (yellow  warbler  and  beaver),  and  adequate  mitigation  for  this 
habitat  type  has  been  proposed  in  the  Draft  Final  Mitigation  Plan.  However, 
at  Muddy  Creek  the  willow  riparian  habitat  represents  a  very  small  percentage 
of  the  total  wetland  acreage  that  would  be  lost. 

The  Service  finds  that  the  Draft  Final  Wetlands  Mitigation  Plan  does  not 
insure  that  no  net  loss  of  wetlands  would  occur.  The  end  result  from  the  HEP 
analysis  is  a  mitigation  ratio  of  approximately  one-half  acre  of  mitigation 
for  every  acre  lost.  Furthermore,  the  mitigation  site  is  a  wetland  now  so  the 
mitigation  is  enhancement  of  existing  wetlands.  No  wetlands  would  be  created 
or  restored.  We  are  concerned  that  additional  acres  of  mitigation  lands  may 
be  necessary.  During  a  February  2,  1989,  meeting  on  the  Muddy  Creek  Project, 
some  possible  additional  options  for  wetland  mitigation  were  discussed.  The 
Service  recommends  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Corps  of  Engineers 
examine  alternatives  for  wetland  mitigation.  We  recommend  that  the  following 
alternatives  be  considered. 

1.  An  adequate  HEP  study  be  conducted  that  would  accurately  model  the 
wet  sub-irrigated  meadow  habitat. 

2.  An  acreage  ratio  be  developed  to  adequately  mitigate  the  wetland 
loss  incurred  by  project  implementation. 

The  first  alternative  could  be  very  time  consuming  and  expensive,  especially 
considering  the  difficulty  already  encountered  in  finding  or  developing 
appropriate  wetland  models.  The  second  alternative  should  consider  the 
mitigation  potential  of  proposed  mitigation  sites  and  whether  the  proposed 
mitigation  is  hydrologic  restoration,  wetland  creation,  or  vegetative 
restoration. 

The  Service  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Final  Mitigation 
Plan  and  the  opportunity  to  hold  a  meeting  to  address  concerns  regarding  the 
Muddy  Creek  Project.  We  realize  a  great  deal  of  effort  has  been  put  into  the 
mitigation  plan,  however,  we  question  the  adequacy  of  the  wetland  mitigation. 
Adequate  wetlands  mitigation  is  essential  to  insure  that  no  net  loss  of 
wetlands  occurs  with  project  implementation.  Therefore,  we  believe  the 
examination  of  additional  mitigation  alternatives  will  be  worth  the  effort. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  call  me  at  (303)  236-2675. 

Sincerely, 


LeRoy  W.  Carlson 
State  Supervisor 


cc:   Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District 
BIO/WEST.  Inc.,  Logan,  Utah 
CDOW,  Grand  Junction,  CO 
COE,  Grand  Junction,  CO 
EPA,  Denver,  CO 

Forest  Service,  Steamboat  Springs,  CO 
FWS/FWE,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 
FWS/FWE.  Grand  Junction,  CO 
FWS/FWE,  Lakewood,  CO 


^ 


S^  »,o  .<^ 


^^%> 


,v>*5.o^c|^ 


8LM  LIBRARY 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

P.O.  BOX  25047 

DENVER.  CO  80225 


